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I.  Summary 


CHAPTER  I.  SUMMARY 


A.    Project  Description 

The  project  sponsor,  the  University  of  San  Francisco  (USF),  proposes  to  con- 
struct a  Health  and  Recreation  Center  and  a  Cogeneration  System  on  its  cam- 
pus. The  Health  and  Recreation  Center  woul d  provide  recreational  facilities 
for  University  students,  faculty,  staff,  alumni  and  neighborhood  residents. 
#  The  Cogeneration  System  would  replace  an  aging  boiler  system  on  the  USF 
campus. 

The  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center  would  be  located  on  Lots  1  and  IB 
in  Assessor's  Block  1144  (275,400  sq.  ft.),  bounded  by  Stanyan  St.  to  the 
west,  Turk  St.  to  the  north  and  Parker  Ave.  to  the  east.  The  site  currently 
contains  Loyola  Hall,  Loyola  Gym,  Negoesco  Soccer  Field  and  three  parking 
1  ots. 

The  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center  would  be  one  building  composed  of 
four  contiguous  units:  the  existing  Loyola  Gym,  a  new  Racquetball  Court 
Building,  a  new  Natatorium  and  a  new  Mul ti-Purpose  Courts  Building.  These 
four  units  would  be  connected  by  glass  atria  and  would  occupy  about  119,000 
square  feet.  Negoesco  Soccer  Field  would  be  rehabilitated  and  the  spectator 
stands  would  be  moved  from  the  west  to  the  east  side  of  the  field;  a  press 
box  and  public  bathrooms  would  be  incorporated  into  these  new  stands.  The 
existing  parking  lots  on  the  project  site  would  be  consolidated  into  one 
lot  at  the  corner  of  Turk  St.  and  Parker  Ave. 
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The  proposed  Cogeneration  System  would  be  installed  in  the  existing  Steam 
Plant  beneath  Gleeson  Library,  located  in  Lot  1  in  Assessor's  Block  1145, 
fronting  Golden    Gate   Ave.   between   Chabot   Terrace   and   Temescal  Terrace. 

#  The  Cogeneration  System  would  produce  both  steam  (478,000  therms  per  year) 
and  electricity  (12. 4  million  kilowatt-hours  per  year).  The  steam  produced 
would  be  used  to  heat  existing  USF  campus  buildings  and  the  Recreation  Cen- 
ter. Electricity  would  be  generated  for  use  on  campus.  On  the  coldest 
days,  production  of  the  required  amount  of  steam  would  result  in  production 
of  more  electricity  than  would  be  used  on  campus,  and  this  electricity 
would  be  sold  to  PG&E.  At  warm  times  of  year,  when  generation  of  required 
steam  would  result  in  the  production  of  less  electricity  than  demand,  USF 
would  buy  electricity  from  PG&E. 

9  Cogeneration  equipment  would  include  a  natural  gas  fired  engine-generator, 
a  boiler,  piping  and  controls.  A  heat  radiator  unit  measuring  11  ft.  x  9 
ft.  would  be  placed  on  the  Gleeson  Library  roof  behind  the  existing 
parapet,  surrounded  by  an  unroofed,  acoustic  enclosure. 

The  proposed  project  has  changed  its  scope  between  the  publication  of  the 
Initial  Study  (see  pp.  A-l  to  A-22)  and  the  preparation  of  the  Preliminary 
Draft  EIR.  The  Cogeneration  System  was  originally  the  only  facet  of  the 
proposed  project.  The  project  sponsor  decided  to  reduce  the  Cogeneration 
System  in  size  and  move  it  from  the  Cole  Street  site  to  the  Gleeson  Library 
site  after  the  Initial  Study  was  published.  The  environmental  reviews  for 
the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  project  and  the  Cogeneration  System  pro- 
ject have  been  combined  in  this  Environmental  Impact  Report  since  the  two 
projects  would  both  be  sited  on  the  University's  campus  and  the  two  have 
been  submitted   for  review  within  the  same  time   frame.     However,  the  two 
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projects  are  not  dependent  on  each  other  and  could  be  built  at  different 
times. 

At  the  time  the  University  of  San  Francisco  submitted  its  1983  revised  campus 
master  plan  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  both  a  cogeneration 
project  and  a  windmill  project  were  included  in  the  USF  energy  management 
program.    Initial  environmental  evaluation  raised  concerns  that  led  USF  to 
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delete  the  windmill  project  from  its  energy  program.  The  windmill  project 
is,  therefore,  noted  only  as  a  discarded  alternative  in  this  document.  If, 
at  any  time  in  the  future,  USF  proposes  a  windmill  project,  that  project 
would  be  subject  to  independent  environmental  review.  The  proposed  Health 
and  Recreation  Center  site  was  introduced  in  the  May  1979  USF  Master  Plan. 
For  a  more  detailed  discussion  of  Project  Description  see  Chapter  II,  pp. 
11  to  31. 

B.    Environmental  Effects 
Energy 

The  cogeneration  project  would  cause  a  net  decrease  in  regional  fossil  fuel 
consumption  by  about  1,800  barrels  of  oil  per  year  because  of  the  greater 
efficiency  of  cogeneration  as  compared  to  separate  production  of  electricity 
and  steam.  However,  the  Cogeneration  System  would  increase  the  use  of 
natural  gas  at  USF  by  approximately  225  therms/hr.3  (see  Chapter  III,  Sec- 
tion A,  pp.  55  to  59  for  further  discussion). 

Air  Quality 

Combustion  of  natural  gas  by  the  Cogeneration  System  would  produce  air 
pollutants;  nitrogen  oxide,  carbon  monoxide  and  hydrocarbons  would  be 
discharged  from  the  exhaust  stack  at  the  facility.  Of  these  pollutants, 
only  nitrogen  oxides  (N0X)  would  require  the  implementation  of  Best  Avail- 
able Control  Technology  (BACT)  to  reduce  air  emissions.  BACT  for  N0X  would 
be  incorporated  in  the  project  design  in  the  form  of  a  "lean-burning  engine." 
These  air  pollutants  would  not  be  expected  to  adversely  affect  persons  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  project.  See  Chapter  III,  Section  B,  pp.  60  to  64  for 
an  analysis  of  air  quality  impacts. 
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Noi  se 

Noise  generated  by  Recreation  Center  users  would  not  be  expected  to  increase 
the  existing  background  noise  level  in  the  nearest  residential  area.  Noise 
levels  generated  by  the  Cogeneration  System  would,  at  worst  case,  be  equal 
to  noise  levels  of  the  existing  setting. 

During  the  18-month  construction  period,  construction  noise  audible  in 
neighboring  residences  would  occasionally  be  high  enough  to  interfere  with 
conversation  and  other  activities.  See  Chapter  III,  Section  C,  pp.  64  to 
72  for  further  discussion  and  Appendix  C,  pp.  A-24  to  A-27,  for  more  infor- 
mation regarding  technical  aspects  of  environmental  noise. 

Transportation,  Circulation  and  Parking 

During  the  18-month  construction  period  of  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center 
and  Cogeneration  System,  construction  employee  vehicle  activity  would  gene- 
rate approximately  100  vehicle  trips  during  the  PM  commute  period.  Con- 
struction vehicle  activity  would  average  six  truck  stops  per  day  during  the 
first  three  and  last  six  months,  and  five  per  day  during  the  middle  nine 
months.  Installation  of  the  Cogeneration  System  would  create  an  average  of 
two  truck  trips   per  day  during  the   first   four  months  of  construction. 

Operation  of  the  the  Recreation  Center  would  generate  about  4,000  weekday 
trips,  2,500  Saturday  trips  and  3,200  Sunday  trips.  Approximately  95%  of 
these  trips  would  be  made  by  students,  faculty  and  staff  of  the  University 
and  would  not  represent  new  trips  from  off-campus.  The  remaining  5%  of  the 
trips  (200  on  weekdays,  125  on  Saturdays  and  160  on  Sundays)  would  be  new 
trips  generated  by  University  alumni  and  community  users  of  the  new  facil- 
ity.   The  peak  hour  of  use  by  alumni  and  community  residents  would  occur 
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between  6:00  PM  and  7:00  PM  on  weekdays,  during  which  about  47  new  trips 
would  be  made.  The  volume  to  capacity  during  the  PM  peak  hours  (4:30  PM  to 
6:30  PM)  at  the  intersection  of  Parker  Ave.  and  Turk  St.  would  remain  at 
Level  of  Service  A,  and  that  at  Stanyan  and  Turk  Sts.  intersection  would 
remain  at  Level  of  Service  B. 

#  Parking  on  the  site  (currently  184  spaces  in  three  lots)  would  be  consoli- 
idated  into  one  177-space  lot  for  a  net  deficit  of  7  spaces  on-site.  The 
proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center  would  not  have  measurable  effects 
on  transit  lines  serving  the  area.  Approximately  2200  new  pedestrian  trips 
to  the  site  would  be  generated  by  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  project 
(see  Chapter  III,  Section  D,  pp.  72  to  79  for  a  discussion  of  Traffic 
impacts) . 

Land  Use 

The  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center  and  Cogeneration  System  projects 
would  require  Conditional  Use  Authorizations  to  operate  institutional  facil- 
ities in  a  residential  district  (RH-2;  House,  Two  Family).  The  Health  and 
Recreation  Center  and  the  Cogeneration  System  would  be  within  the  height 
and  bulk  limits  stipulated  for  40-X  and  80-D  Height  and  Bulk  Districts  (see 
Chapter  III,  Section  E,  pp.  80  to  81  for  further  discussion). 

Visual  Quality 

The  Health  and  Recreation  Center  buildings  would  be  visible  from  adjacent 
properties  to  the  north,  west  and  east  (along  Turk  St.,  Stanyan  St.  and 
Parker  Ave.).  Some  residents  on  McAllister  St.  would  be  able  to  view  the 
project.    The  height  of  the  Recreation  Center  would  be  20  ft.  lower  than 
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that  of  the  existing  Loyola  Hall.  The  frontage  along  Parker  Ave.,  Turk  and 
Stanyan  Sts.  would  be  landscaped. 

The  Cogeneration  System  would  be  entirely  underground,  with  the  exception 
of  an  exhaust  stack  and  a  heat  radiator  unit.  The  Cogeneration  exhaust 
stack  would  be  entirely  contained  within  the  existing  exhaust  stack  adja- 
cent to  Gleeson  Library.  The  heat  radiator  unit  would  be  underneath  a 
canopy  atop  Gleeson  Library,  and  would  thus  have  no  visual  impact  on  the 
•  adjacent  residences  (see  Chapter  III,  Section  F,  pp.  82  to  85  for  further 
discussion  of  visual  quality  impacts). 

Hazards/Fi  re  Safety 

Potential  hazards  associated  with  the  use  of  natural  gas  in  the  Cogeneration 
System  would  include  leaks,  fire  and/or  explosion.  Safety  measures  would 
include  gas  detection  shut-off  devices  and  a  failsafe,  continually  self- 
checking,  automatic  fire  detection/suppression  system.  All  buildings  of 
the  proposed  projects  would  have  automatic  fire  sprinklers  (see  Chapter  III, 
Section  G,    pp.    85   to   87    for    further   discussion    of    Hazard  Impacts). 

Growth  Inducement 

Neither  of  the  projects  proposed  by  the  University  would  serve  to  stimulate 
development  of  additional  projects,  either  on  or  off  campus.  They  would  in- 
stead serve  the  needs  of  the  existing  student  population  (see  Chapter  III, 
Section  H,  pp.  87-88). 
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C.    Major  Mitigation  Measures 


Noi  se 

°  The  Cogeneration  System  would  be  enclosed  in  an  acoustically  treated 
shell  to  reduce  its  noise  to  levels  equivalent  to  those  of  the  existing 
Steam  PI  ant. 

0  The  air  intakes  and  exhaust  outlets  (including  the  heat  radiator  unit) 
of  the  Cogeneration  System  would  be  equipped  with  silencers  to  reduce  noise 
measured  at  the  nearest  homes  to  levels  that  would  not  exceed  ambiant  cri- 
teria. 

0  The  heat  radiator  unit  would  be  run  at  low-speed  during  the  nighttime  to 
reduce  noise. 

0  The  heat  radiator  would  be  encased  in  a  noise  insulating  enclosure  that 
would  reduce  noise  levels  to  those  within  the  respective  daytime  and  night- 
time ambient  ranges. 

Transportation,  Circulation  and  Parking 

0  The  general  contractor  for  the  project  would  meet  with  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  to  establish  construction  vehicle  routes  that  would  minimize 
impacts  to  residents  and  existing  businesses  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project 
site. 

°    USF  would  apply  its  existing  program  of  encouraging  the  use  of  public 
transit  to  users   of  the  proposed  Recreation   Center  by  providing  transit 
maps  and  information  in  appropriate  locations  and  through  the  sale  of  MUNI 
Fast  Passes  on  campus. 
0   °    On-campus  parking  lots  would  be  restriped  and  re-engineered  to  add  park- 
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ing  to  offset  the  seven  space  reduction  in  on-site  parking. 
Visual  Quality 

0  The  project  site  would  be  landscaped  along  circulation  paths  and  in  front 
of  Parker  Ave.,  Turk  and  Stanyan  Sts. 

°  Exposed  glass  surfaces  would  be  screened  with  trees  and  shrubs  to  reduce 
gl are. 

°  The  Cogeneration  System  would  be  installed  in  an  existing  basement  out 
of  sight. 

D.    Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 
Alternative  1.    Recreation  Center  at  Ulrich  Field 

The  Health  and  Recreation  Center  would  be  located  at  Ulrich  Field  on  the 
east  side  of  the  campus  along  Masonic  Ave.  Land  use,  visual,  and  construc- 
tion impacts  would  be  greater  than  those  of  the  proposed  Health  and  Recrea- 
tion Center.  This  alternative  has  been  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor 
(see  Chapter  VII,  pp.  95  to  98  for  a  further  discussion  of  Alternative  1). 

Alternative  2.    Conversion  of  Loyola  Hall 

Rehabilitation  of  the  present  building  on  site  into  a  Recreation  Center  is 
discussed.  Construction  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  less  than 
for  the  proposed  project.  Other  impacts  associated  with  the  Health  and  Re- 
creation Center  would  be  similar.  Alternative  2  is  discussed  futher  in 
Chapter  VII,  pp.  98  to  99.  The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alterna- 
tive on  the  grounds  that  Loyola  Hall,  completely  gutted,  would  not  provide 
enough  space  for  the  facilities  contemplated. 
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Alternative  3.    Health  and  Recreation  Center  Not  Built 

The  Health  and  Recreation  Center  would  not  be  built.  The  project  site 
would  remain  in  its  present  condition.  This  alternative  does  not  meet  the 
project  sponsor's  goal  of  creating  additional  recreational  facilities  on 
the  USF  campus  and  may  result  in  declining  student  enrollment  because  of 
the  continued  overcrowding  of  present  athletic  facilities  (see  Chapter  VII, 
pp.  99  to  100). 

Alternative  4.    9.5  mW  Cogeneration  Facility 

A  9.5  mW  Cogeneration  Facility  is  discussed  at  four  possible  locations: 
Cole  St.  site,  Gleeson  Library  site,  Fulton  St.  site  and  the  Loyola  site. 
Construction,  and  its  related  traffic,  plus  noise  and  air  quality  impacts 
of  this  alternative  would  be  greater  than  for  the  proposed  system.  The 
University  has  rejected  the  9.5  mW  alternative  with  the  feeling  that  a 
facility  of  this  size  would  not  be  an  appropriate  use  for  the  campus  nor 
for  the  surrounding  residential  neighborhood.  See  Chapter  VII,  pp.  100  to 
110  for  further  discussion  of  this  Alternative. 

Alternative  5.    Alternate  Energy  Sources 

Photovoltaic  cells  and  windmills  were  considered  as  alternate  energy  sources 
for  the  project.  These  alternatives  would  have  a  greater  land  requirement 
than  the  proposed  cogeneration  project.  Project  sponsor  has  rejected  this 
alternative  because  there  is  not  enough  space  on  the  USF  campus  for  the 
cells  or  windmills  needed  to  generate  USF's  electricity  demand  (see  Chapter 
VII,  pp.  Ill  to  112). 
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projects  are  not  dependent  on  each  other  and  could  be  built  at  different 
times. 

At  the  time  the  University  of  San  Francisco  submitted  its  1983  revised  campus 
master  plan  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  both  a  cogeneration 
project  and  a  windmill  project  were  included  in  the  USF  energy  management 
program.    Initial  environmental  evaluation  raised  concerns  that  led  USF  to 
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CHAPTER  II.     PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


A.    Project  Sponsor's  Objectives 

The  University  of  San  Francisco,  the  project  sponsor,  proposes  to  construct 
a  Health  and  Recreation  Center  and  install  a  Cogeneration  System  on  its  cam- 
pus. The  Health  and  Recreation  Center  project  would  improve  and  increase 
the  recreational  facilities  available  to  current  and  future  enrollees  of 
the  University.  The  University  currently  conducts  physical  education  clas- 
ses at  various  locations  on  its  campus  and  also  at  some  San  Francisco  City 
facilities.  The  proposed  Recreation  Center  would  integrate  many  intramural 
sports  activities  into  a  single,  modern  center  on  campus  to  serve  the  stu- 
dents, faculty,  staff  and  alumni  of  USF,  as  well  as  the  surrounding  commu- 
nity. 

To  insulate  itself  against  rising  energy  costs,  the  University  would  parti- 
ally replace  an  aging  steam  plant  used  for  campus  heating  with  a  Cogenera- 
tion System  that  would  produce  electricity  and  steam  for  campus  use.  The 
sponsor  has  engaged  the  services  of  Pflueger  Architects  to  design  the 
Health  and  Recreation  Center.  FMC  Associates,  Engineers  would  design  and 
install  the  Cogeneration  System. 

Environmental  analyses  of  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  and  Cogeneration 
System  are  combined  in  this  document  because  both  would  be  on  the  USF  campus 
and  are  being  planned  at  the  same  time.  Although  the  Cogeneration  Facility 
has  been  sized  to  provide  steam  for  the  Recreation  Center,  these  two  pro- 
jects would  not  be  dependent  on  each  other  and  could  be  built  at  different 
times . 
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B.  Project  Location 

The  two  projects  contemplated,  although  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Uni- 
versity, would  be  constructed  on  separate  Assessor's  Blocks  and  Lots.  For 
reasons  of  clarity,  the  two  project  sites  will  be  referred  to  in  this  docu- 
ment as  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site  and  the  Cogeneration  System 
si  te. 

The  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site  is  located  on  Lots  1  and  IB  in  Asses- 
sor's Block  1144,  bounded  by  Stanyan  St.  to  the  west,  Turk  St.  to  the  north 
and  Parker  Ave.  to  the  east  (see  Figures  1-2,  pp.  13-14).  The  Health  and 
Recreation  Center  site  is  in  a  RH-2  (House,  Two  Family)  Zoning  District. 
The  majority  of  the  project  block  is  in  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District. 
The  southern  portion  of  the  soccer  field  and  the  southern  border  of  the 
site  are  in  a  80-D  Height  and  Bulk  District. 

The  Cogeneration  System  would  replace  two  of  the  four  steam  boilers  in  the 
existing  steam  plant  located  beneath  Gleeson  Library,  Lot  1,  in  Assessor's 
Block  1145,  fronting  along  Golden  Gate  Ave.  between  Chabot  Terrace  and 
#  Temescal  Terrace.  The  other  two  existing  boilers  would  be  replaced  with 
ordinary  standby  boilers  of  the  same  capacity. 

C.  Project  Characteristics 
Health  and  Recreation  Center 

The  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  project  would  involve  the  entire  Univer- 
sity owned  parcel  on  Block  1144  (see  Figure  3,  p.  15).  Construction 
would  occur  primarily  along  Stanyan  St.  A  172-space  parking  lot  (48,000 
sq.  ft.)  would  be  constructed  by  consolidating  all  three  lots  currently 
on  site  into  one  lot  located  on  the  northern  portion  of  Block  1144  along 
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FIGURE  1 


REGIONAL  LOCATION 


USF  HEALTH  AND  RECREATION  CENTER 
and  COGENERATION  SYSTEM 


SOURCE:  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc.,  and  Pf lueger  Archi tects 
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FIGURE  2 


SITE  LOCATIONS 


USF  HEALTH  AND  RECREATION  CENTER 
and  COGENERATION  SYSTEM 

SOURCE:  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc.,  and  Pflueger  Architects 
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Turk  St.  The  Negoesco  Soccer  Field  would  be  shifted  approximately  10  ft. 
to  the  west,  but  would  maintain  its  present  dimensions  (about  330  ft.  long 
x  230  ft.  wide).  Existing  spectator  stands  would  be  moved  from  the  west 
side  of  the  field  and  placed  against  the  eastern  hillside  along  Parker  Ave. 
A  press  box  (25  ft.  long  x  10  ft.  wide  x  10  ft.  tall)  and  public  restrooms 
would  be  incorporated  into  the  new  seating.  The  Health  and  Recreation  Cen- 
ter would  be  made  available  for  use  to  University  students,  faculty,  staff, 
alumni  and  local  residents  (hours  of  use  subject  to  limitation  by  the  Uni- 
versity). 

The  Health  and  Recreation  Center  project  plans  include  demolition  of  the 
existing  91,000  sq.  ft.  Loyola  Hall  and  partial  demolition  and  rehabilita- 
tion of  the  existing  Loyola  Gym  (12,400  sq.  ft.).  The  Health  and  Recrea- 
tion Center  project  would  consist  of  one  building  with  four  components, 
totaling  approximately  118,800  gross  sq.  ft.,  or  26,400  sq.  ft.  of  net  new 
space : 

(1)  Loyola  Gymnasium  12,400  sq.  ft.         175  ft.    x     85  ft. 

(2)  Racquetball  Courts  5,500  sq.  ft.        106  ft.    x     52  ft. 

(3)  Natatorium  57,100  sq.  ft.         207  ft.    x    104  ft. 

(4)  Multi-Purpose  Courts  43,200  sq.  ft.         180  ft.    x    120  ft. 

(5)  Circulation  600  sq.  ft. 

The  four  units  of  the  Recreation  Center  would  be  linked  together  by  glass 
atria  and  walkways  that  would  interconnect  the  three  building  levels  (see 
Figures  4  and  5,  pp.  17  and  18).  The  glass  enclosed  passages  would  provide 
passive  solar  heating  in  the  Recreation  Center,  reducing  the  amount  of  steam 
needed  for  space  heating.  The  Center  would  be  a  maximum  of  40  ft.  tall  as 
measured  at  the  midpoint  of  the  building  along  Stanyan  St.  Viewed  in  cross 
section,  the  highest  point  of  the  Recreation  Center  would  be  about  20  ft. 
higher  than  Parker  Ave. 
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Approximately  11,000  sq.  ft.  of  Loyola  Gym  (about  88%  of  the  original  struc- 
would  be  rehabilitated.  Functionally,  the  Gym  would  remain  the  same  except 
for  the  removal  of  600  spectator  seats.  The  existing  Gym  lobby  would  be 
removed  and  replaced  by  a  new  lobby  integrating  the  Gymnasium  with  the  rest 
of  the  Recreation  Center.  Adjacent  to  the  west  side  of  Loyola  Gym  would  be 
a  5,500  sq.  ft.  Racquetball  Building  housing  five  courts  and  a  teaching/ 
observation  gallery.  The  courts  would  be  used  for  racquetball,  handball 
and  squash.  This  building  would  be  approximately  24  ft.  high  and  set  back 
4  ft.  from  the  Stanyan  St.  sidewalk. 

A  Natatorium  (approximately  57,100  sq.  ft.)  would  be  constructed  adjacent 
to  the  north  side  of  Loyola  Gym  and  would  contain  a  55  yard  (50  meter)  x  25 
yard  swimming  pool  and  seating  for  200  spectators  (see  Figure  3,  p. 15). 
An  Alumni  Club  and  University  Club,  a  common  kitchen  to  serve  them,  and  a 
sundeck  would  also  be  included  in  this  structure.  The  Natatorium  would  be 
constructed  of  concrete  with  a  fiberglass  roof  rising  to  a  height  of  40  ft. 
above  Stanyan  St.  A  glass  enclosed  galleria  serving  as  a  circulation  cor- 
ridor for  the  Natatorium  would  front  along  Stanyan  St.  forming  the  facade  of 
this  component  of  the  Recreation  Center.  The  galleria,  running  alongside 
the  pool  unit  would  be  set  back  10  ft.  from  Stanyan  St. 

The  fourth  unit  in  the  Center  would  be  a  43,200  sq.  ft.  Mul ti-Purpose  Court 
Building,  located  north  of  and  connected  to  the  Natatorium  (see  Figure  3, 
p.  15).  This  building  would  have  a  basement  of  about  21,600  sq.  ft.  for 
storage  and  mechanical  space  along  with  rooms  for  activities  such  as  dance/ 
fitness,  weight  lifting,  combative  sports,  and  class  meetings.  The  main 
floor  of  the  building  would  contain  three  full-size  activity  courts  that 
would  permit  three  or  more  activities  to  occur  simultaneously.    A  1/10  mile 
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running  track,  approximately  8  ft.  wide,  cant  il  evered  out  from  the  wall, 
would  be  located  22  ft.  above  the  court  floor.  The  building  would  be  33  ft. 
high  and  constructed  similarly  to  the  proposed  Natatorium.  The  Multi-Pur- 
pose Court  Building  would  be  set  back  37  ft.  from  Stanyan  St.  and  12  ft. 
from  Turk  St.  (measured  from  the  inside  edge  of  the  sidewalk). 

Extending  along  Turk  St.,  from  the  east  side  of  the  Multi-purpose  Court 
Building  to  Parker  Ave.,  would  be  a  177-space  parking  lot  consolidating 
the  three  parking  lots  that  currently  exist  on  the  site.  The  entrance  to 
the  consolidated  parking  lot  would  be  at  the  existing  entrance  on  Turk  St. 
( see  Fi gure  3 ,  p.  15) . 

Access  to  the  Recreation  Center  would  be  provided  by  an  atrium  entry  on  the 
east  side  of  the  Center  at  the  third  floor  (parking  lot)  level  between  the 
Multi-Purpose  and  Natatorium  buildings  (see  Figure  3,  p.  15).  No  routine 
access  would  be  available  from  Stanyan  St.  The  main  entrance  to  the  Re- 
creation Center  would  also  be  used  as  a  delivery  entrance.  There  would  be 
no  parking,  loading,   or   service  areas  along   Stanyan   St.   or  Parker  Ave. 

The  building  setbacks  along  Stanyan  St.  would  be  used  for  landscaping  and 
open  space.  New  landscaping  would  also  be  placed  along  Parker  Ave.,  Turk 
St.,  and  along  the  proposed  walkway  between  the  soccer  field  and  the  parking 
lot  (see  Figure  6,  p.  21).  All  outside  utility  lines  servicing  the  Health 
and  Recreation  Center  would  be  brought  to  the  project  site  from  Stanyan  and 
Turk  Sts. 

Cogeneration 

Cogeneration  is  the  consecutive  production  of  electric  or  mechanical  energy 
and  useful  thermal  (heat)  energy  from  a  single  fuel.    Cogeneration  systems 
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use  otherwise  wasted  thermal  energy  for  applications  such  as  space  or  water 
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heating.  For  this  reason,  a  cogeneration  system  is  more  energy-efficient 
than  a  typical  gas-fired  power  plant  or  a  standard  steam  heating  system. 
The  proposed  Cogeneration  System  would  use  natural  gas  to  cogenerate  elec- 
tricity and  steam.    This  energy-conserving  system  would  partially  replace 

#  the  natural  gas  fueled  boiler  plant  currently  in  use  at  USF.  (The  other 
two  existing  boilers  would  be  replaced  by  conventional  standby  boilers  of 
the  same  capacity.  The  four  boilers  that  would  be  replaced  are  approximately 
25  years  old  and  are  near  the  end  of  their  lifetimes.) 

For  the  proposed  Cogeneration  System  to  operate  cost  effectively,  the  Uni- 
versity must  have  a  demand  for  steam.  If  USF  were  to  run  the  electrical 
generator  at  a  time  of  no  steam  demand,  venting  exhaust  heat  to  the  envi- 
ronment without  benefit  of  heat  recovery,  the  system  would  not  be  economi- 
cal. However,  if  steam  is  cogenerated  with  power,  a  cost  savings  would 
occur  because  the  University  would  save  the  cost  of  purchasing  natural  gas 
to  heat  a  separate  steam-generating  boiler  plant  (see  Figure  7,  p.  23). 
Electrical  power  would  be  purchased  directly  from  PG&E  during  periods  when 

#  USF  does  not  require  steam.  The  Cogeneration  System  would  operate  16  to 
24  hours  a  day,  depending  on  demand  for  steam,  365  days  a  year. 

Cogeneration  System 

The  proposed  Cogeneration  System  would  be  entirely  contained  within  the 
existing  boiler  plant  building  except  for  a  heat  radiator  unit  measuring 
11  ft.  x  9  ft.  x  8  ft.  that  would  be  placed  atop  the  Gleeson  Library  roof 
to  discharge  excess  heat  from  the  Cogeneration  System.  An  exhaust  stack 
would  be  contained  within  the  existing  steam  plant  stack  located  adjacent 
to  the  building  (see  Figures  8  and  9,  pp.  24-25). 


22 


DC 
LU 

I 

&§ 

O  H 

X 

DC 

o 


LL 

3 

O 
I- 


2 
< 

UJ 

co 


I- 

co 

< 
I 
X 
HI 


2 
< 

12 

CO 


< 

UJ 


DC 
LU 

Si 

o 

Q. 

O 

E 

O 
HI 

-J 

UJ 


UJ 

I— 

CO 

>- 

CO 


< 
DC 
UJ 

z 

UJ 

o 
o 
o 

LU 
CO 
3 


< 

< 

LU  Q 

g  g 

LL  ll 


CD 

0 
3 


O 

<xs 

CD 


c 

LU 


CD 
CD 


LU 

o 
en 

o 

CO 


J  \ 


J 


23 


24 


o 

>«-  *- 

O  (0 

c  -5 

O  (0 

'Z  * 

(0  *~ 

O  CO 

O  (1) 


jffDL 


Mi. 

in 

1 1 

1  I.I  1:1 

'L! 

HIM 

i  i  i  i 

i  i:i  iii 

i  i:j 

□ 

i  i 

n 

■  1  h  L 

1  III" 

1  III 

\D 

.1  [1 

1  lj<l 

Lp 

1  1  1 

'1 1 

!  IT 

TiTTl 

□ 

:  1  1 

1  I'l 

□ 

iT 

m 

i 

i 

II 

IIS 

§  S  i 


o 

00 


III 
< 

O 
CO 


O 
111 

-9 

o 

Q. 

LJJ  £ 

co  2 
Oh 
o.  < 
o  o 
a:  o 

£L  —I 


□ 


5 
in 

z  >. 
O  co 

<  p 
> 

111 


< 

DC 
UJ  UJ 


111  o 

OC  LU 
"5 


D 
O 

LL 


O 
DC 
Q_ 


LU 
O 
O 
O 

u. 

CO 


o 


CD 

co 


"O 

c 

CO 

o 
c 


o 


CD 
DC 


c 

UJ 


•o 
c 

<D 
00 

CD 

o 
o 

05 


25 


II.    Project  Description 

Natural  gas  would  be  burned  in  a  low  revolution  engine  to  produce  electri- 

#  city  and  exhaust.  Engine  exhaust  would  in  turn  be  routed  to  a  heat  ex- 
change unit  to  produce  35-50  psi^  steam  (maximum  production  of  1,395  therms/ 
day).  This  steam  would  be  distributed  throughout  the  campus  for  heating. 
Residual  exhaust  would  then  pass  through  a  hospital-grade  muffler  and  out 
into  the  environment  through  an  existing  exhaust  stack. 

Utility  lines  for  the  proposed  Cogeneration  System  are  in  place  and  cur- 
rently serve  the  existing  steam  plant  under  Gleeson  Library.  If  necessary, 
a  new  gas  line  to  serve  the  Cogeneration  System  would  be  brought  in  from  a 
main  line  beneath  Golden  Gate  Ave. 

0  The  Cogeneration  System  equipment  would  include  a  single  natural  gas  fired, 
lean-burning  engine  such  as  the  Waukesha  model  9390  GL  or  the  Cooper  "Supe- 
rior" model  165GTA,  a  waste  heat  boiler, 2  air  intake  vents,  one  exhaust 
stack,  a  heat  radiator^  and  boiler  feed  water  systems. ^  The  former  [engine] 
is  currently  favored  and  is  the  basis  of  EIR  discussion  except  where  other- 
wise indicated.  Ancillary  equipment  required  by  the  Cogeneration  System 
would  include  new  non-PCB-containing  transformers  to  replace  the  existing 
PCB-containi ng  ones  on  campus. 

El ectricity 

#  The  proposed  facility  would  have  a  maximum  capacity  of  1,650  kilowatts 
(1.7mW)  and  would  produce  a  net  average  of  12.4  million  kilowatt-hours 
(kWh)/year.5»6,6a  -j^is  electricity  would  be  fed  into  the  University  elec- 
trical distribution  system  supplying  campus  buildings  with  power.  Based  on 
projected  average  steam  demand  for  the  University,  the  Cogeneration  System 
would  fall  short  of  meeting  average  annual  electricity  demand  by  approxima- 
tely 1.0  million  kWh,  or  8%.    This  deficiency  of  power  would  be  made  up  by 
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power  purchased  from  PG&E.  Electrical  power  would  be  purchased  from  PG&E 
whenever  the  Cogeneration  System  was  not  operating  because  there  was  no 
demand  for  steam. 
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Steam 

Most  buildings  on  the  USF  campus  are  connected  to  the  existing  steam  distri- 
bution system  and  would  require  little  or  no  modification  as  a  result  of 
the  system  proposal  (see  Figure  10,  p.  28).  New  steam  lines  would  connect 
the  University  Center,  Hayes-Healy  Hall,  Gil  son  Hall,  and  Kendrick  Hall  to 
the  steam  distribution  grid  as  well  as  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center 
#  site.  Should  the  Cogeneration  System  require  prolonged  maintenance,  heat 
would  be  provided  by  the  two  new  conventional  boilers  which  would  be  main- 
tained on  standby  status. 

The  Lone  Mountain  campus  buildings  are  not  attached  to  the  USF  campus  cen- 
tral boiler  plant  and  would  not  be  included  in  the  Cogeneration  steam  dis- 
tribution system  because  of  uncertainty  about  long-range  uses  of  the  build- 
ings and  their  distance  from  the  main  campus.  The  long  run  of  pipe  required 
to  cover  this  distance  would  result  in  excessive  heat  loss.  Furthermore, 
much  of  the  Lone  Mountain  campus  is  heated  with  hot  water  from  separate 
boilers  scattered  around  the  Lone  Mountain  campus;  an  interconnection  be- 
tween the  proposed  Cogeneration  System  and  these  buildings  would  require 
the  construction  of  a  relatively  large  and  costly  central  hot  water  storage 
tank . 

D.    Project  Approvals 

Following  certification  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  a  Condi- 
tional Use  Permit  (CU)  for  each  project  would  be  considered  by  the  Planning 
Commission.  Subject  to  CU  approvals,  building  permits  would  be  issued  for 
each  project.  Permits  for  the  Cogeneration  System  would  be  required  from 
the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  (FERC),  the  California  Public  Uti- 

27 


c 
a 
& 

E 

$ 

</) 


I 


UJ 

D 
0 


c 

2 


c 
c 

k. 

O 

"5 
•»> 

c 

<u 

"D 
C 
O 

U 

lU 
t- 

o 
z 


CO 

o 

o 
o 

sea 

mati 

CM 

o 

to 
O) 

o 
CO 

lii 
— 1 

din 

.i1 

< 

a 

O 

'5 

CO 

m 

cc 

UJ 

h- 

111 
o 


uj  r5  « 

i-  £  uj  SI 

rn  <  |_  co 

>  LLJW  = 

co  £>-  75 

^  °  co  H 

Z  UJ  co 

0  qcz  e 

1  §M 

1  5|  S 

I-  Xuj  .5 

CO  HZ  1 

?T  "JUJ  co 

Q  <tg  CD 

2  TV  QJ 

UJ  LL  § 

CO  3  to  co 


28 


II.    Project  Description 

lities  Commission  (CPUC),  and  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
(BAAQMD) . 

The  FERC  and  CPUC  promulgate  and  enforce  the  federal  Public  Utilities  Regu- 
latory Policies  Act  of  1978  (PURPA).  PURPA  requires  electric  utilities  to 
purchase  electricity  from  and  sell  electricity  to  qualifying  cogeneration 
facilities  at  rates  determined  by  the  FERC  and  the  CPUC.  The  FERC  and  CPUC 
permits  would  certify  the  Cogeneration  System  as  qualifying  under  PURPA  for 
avoided  cost  power  sales  revenue. ^  The  FERC  Permit  for  the  proposed  Cogen- 
eration System  has  not  yet  been  applied  for  but  will  take  approximately  six 
weeks  to  receive.  An  application  for  the  CPUC  Permit  has  not  yet  been 
filed. 

An  Authority  to  Construct  and  a  Permit  to  Operate  would  be  obtained  from 
the  BAAQMD.  A  New  Source  Review  would  be  required  due  to  projected  emis- 
sions of  nitrogen  oxides  (N0X)  exceeding  150  lbs. /day.    The  project  would 

o 

emit  about  280  lbs. /day  of  N0X  (see  Table  3,  p.  61).  No  offsets  are  ex- 
pected to  be  required.  Best  Available  Control  Technology  (BACT)9  would  be 
required  for  N0X  only  and  would  be  implemented.  Prevention  of  Significant 
Deterioration  (PSD) 10  requirements  would  not  apply  to  the  Cogeneration  Sys- 
tem, as  the  facility  would  not  emit  over  25  tons/year  total  suspended  par- 
ticulates (TSP)  or  40  tons/year  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2)  (see  Table  3,  p.  61). 
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D.    Project  Schedule  and  Costs 


Health  &  Recreation  Center  Construction  Schedule 


Site  Clearance  (after  building  permit)  3  Months 

Excavation  and  Foundation  3  Months 

Building  Construction  Completed  12  Months 


18  Months 


Cogeneration  System  Construction  Schedule 


Removal  of  boilers  and  preparation 

of  basement  site  4  months 

Installation  and  hook-up  of  Cogeneration 

machinery  6  months 


10  months 


Total  construction  time,  including  installation  of  equipment  and  connections 
of  the  Cogeneration  System  to  PG&E  and  campus  buildings,  would  be  about  18 
months. 

Approximate  Health  and  Recreation  Center  Costs 

Construction  and  Equipment  $  10,000,000 
Engineering  and  Permits  1,000,000 
Contingency  and  Escalation  1,000,000 

Project  cost  $  12,000,000 

Endowment  for  operation  3,000,000 

Total  cost  in  1984  $  15,000,000 
Approximate  Cogeneration  System  Costs 

Equipment  -  total  installed  cost  $  1,500,000 
Engineering  supervision  and  construction  600,000 
Contingency  400,000 

Total  capital  cost  in  1984  $  2,500,000 

Escalation  (6.4%)  160,000 

Total  capital  cost  in  1985  $  2,700,000 

Total  capital  cost  in  1986  $  2,900,000 
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II.    Project  Description 


NOTES  -  Project  Description 

1.  psi  =  pounds  per  square  inch. 

2.  waste  heat  boiler  =  a  boiler  that  uses  waste  heat  to  produce  steam. 

3.  heat  radiator  =  fan  unit  used  to  cool  discharge  heat  generated  in  the 
engine  jacket,  similar  to  an  automobile  radiator. 

4.  boiler    feedwater    =    water    supplied    to    the    steam-generating  unit. 

5.  kilowatt  (kW)  =  one  thousand  watts.  Watt  =  the  basic  unit  of  electric 
power,  equal  to  about  1/750  of  one  horsepower. 

6.  megawatt  (mW)  =  one  million  watts  =  one  thousand  kilowatts. 

6a.  Average  production  of  electricity  is  less  than  theoretically  possible 
on  the  basis  of  capacity  because  the  system  would  not  operate  con- 
tinuously at  capacity. 

7.  See  Energy  Impacts,  pp.  55-59. 

8.  offset  =  reduction  in  air  emissions  at  one  location  in  the  air  district 
as  a  condition  of  permit  allowing  new  emissions  at  another  location  in 
the  district. 

9.  BACT  =  (covers  regions  that  are  non-attainment  areas  only)  air  pollu- 
tion control  technology  defined  as  the  more  stringent  of  the  most 
effective  emission  control  technique  which  has  been  achieved  in  prac- 
tice for  more  than  one  year  or  any  other  emission  control  technique 
found  by  the  Air  Pollution  Control  Officer  to  be  technologically  feasi- 
ble and  cost  effective. 

10.  PSD  =  air  pollution  regulations  (governed  by  the  EPA)  in  attainment 
areas.    Control    measures    are   the    same   as   those  defined    for  BACT. 
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III.    Envi  ronmental  Setting 


CHAPTER  III.     ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


A.  Energy 

USF's  total  energy  use  in  1982  was  9,129,000  kWh  of  electricity  and  988,000 
therms^  of  natural  gas,  at  a  cost  to  the  University  of  $1.34  million  (see 
Table  1,  p.  33).  This  represented  about  32%  of  the  University's  operating 
costs  for  the  year.^ 

Heating  for  campus  facilities  is  provided  by  the  University's  25  year  old 
central  steam  plant  and  individual  building  boilers.  The  central  steam 
plant,  located  under  Gleeson  Library,  serves  seven  campus  buildings: 
Campion  Hall,  Gleeson  Library,  Harney  Science  Center,  Memorial  Gymnasium, 
Phelan  Hall,  St.  Ignatius  Church  and  Xavier  Hall  (see  Figure  10,  p.  28). 
Service  to  these  facilities  is  provided  by  steam  at  30  psi  through  an 
underground  district  heating  system.  Both  Loyola  Gym  and  Loyola  Hall  have 
heating  systems  separate  from  the  central  campus  boiler  system.  Loyola  Gym 
contains  a  gas  fired  boiler  (17  therms/hr.)  for  water  and  space  heating. 
Loyola  Hall  has  a  15  therms/hr.  boiler  generating  4-6  psi  of  steam  for 
radiator  space  heating.  All  campus  heating  systems  use  natural  gas  fuel; 
some  are  equipped  to  use  diesel  or  fuel  oil  as  standby  fuels. 

Because  of  increased  energy  costs  in  recent  years,  USF  asked  PG&E  to  per- 
form an  energy  use  audit  in  1979.  Such  studies,  under  PG&E's  Energy  Manage- 
ment Survey  Program,  evaluate  current  energy  use  and  recommend  a  program  of 
low-cost  modifications  to   assist  the  customer  in   reducing  energy  costs. 
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III.    Environmental  Setting 


As  a  result  of  this  audit,  equipment  modifications  were  implemented  through- 
out the  USF  campus.  These  include  more  economical  lightbulbs,^  sonic  light 
switches,4  rezoning  of  lighting  systems, ^  retrofitting  of  windows  with  tri- 
ple glazed  glass,  and  reroofing  of  facilities  with  polyurethane  foam  insula- 
ting systems. 6  Concurrently,  USF  students  undertook  an  "Energy  Awareness" 
campaign  involving  activities  aimed  at  increased  campus  understanding  of 
energy  conservation  methods  and  issues. 

While  these  low-cost  measures  achieved  a  reduction  in  energy  consumption  of 
15-20%,  increases  in  energy  costs  nearly  cancelled  out  the  expected  dollar 
savings.  Consequently,  USF  now  has  a  program  of  higher-cost  modifications 
with  the   goal    of   higher    energy   efficiency    and    reduced    energy   costs. 2 


The  first  phase  of  the  higher-cost  program  (mid-1983)  was  the  installation 
of  8,000  sq.  ft.  of  solar  collectors  on  the  roofs  of  three  residence  halls, 
one  of  the  largest  solar  installations  in  San  Francisco.  This  system  has 
reduced  USF's  natural  gas  use  for  domestic  hot  water  needs  by  approximately 
55%  at  each  residence  hall.? 


The  second  phase  of  higher-cost  modifications  to  USF's  energy  system  would 
be  the  proposed  Cogeneration  System. 


NOTES  -  Energy 

1.  therm  =  100,000  BTU;  BTU  (British  thermal  unit)  =  a  standard  for  measur- 
ing heat,  about  equal  to  that  from  burning  a  standard  kitchen  match. 
Technically,  it  is  the  amount  of  heat  required  to  raise  the  temperature 
of  one  pound  of  water  1°  Fahrenheit   (251,68  calories)  at  sea  level. 

2.  Harold  Hansen,  Chief  Engineer,  USF,  telephone  conservation,  October  7, 
1983.  Operating  costs  are  comprised  of  scholarships,  salaries,  building 
and  grounds  maintenance,  endowments,  etc. 

3.  Lightbulb  changes  include  10,000  flourescent  tubes  changed  from  40  watt 
to  34  watt;  600  fixtures  changed  from  incandescent  to  fluorescent; 
3,000  fluorescent  tubes   eliminated;    and   60   outside   fixtures  changed 
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from  150  watt  incandescent  to  35  watt  high  pressure  sodium.  Per  Harold 
Hansen,  Chief  Engineer,  USF  Plant  Services,  written  communication,  Octo- 
ber 20,  1983. 

4.  Movement-activated  sonic  switches  turn  lights  on  when  someone  enters  a 
room  and  switches  them  off  after  the  last  person  leaves. 

5.  The  lights  in  some  rooms  have  been  wired  to  time  clocks.  These  mea- 
sures have  resulted  in  a  50%  reduction  in  daytime  lighting  in  dormito- 
ries. 

6.  New  USF  campus  buildings  will  be  constructed  incorporating  state-of- 
the-art  wall  and  roof  insulation.  Kendrick  Hall  Addition,  the  most  re- 
cent campus   building,   has   already   been   constructed    in   this  manner. 

7.  Conversation  with  Alan  Pryor,  Calfiornia  Energy  Investment  Corporation, 
November  26,  1984.  Estimate  of  consumption  decrease  is  based  on  ap- 
proximate natural  gas  consumption  per  student  and  known  energy  produc- 
tion of  solar  panels. 


B.    Air  Quality 

The  project  site  is  within  the  nine-county  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Air  Basin 
which  is  designated  by  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB)  as  a  non- 
attainment  area*  for  ozone  and  carbon  monoxide  (C0).2  The  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  is  now  an  attainment  area*  for  total  suspended  particulates 
(TSP).2  As  required  by  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1977,  a  re- 
gional Air  Quality  Plan  has  been  adopted  which  establishes  control  strate- 
gies to  attain  and  maintain  various  standards  by  1987. 3  These  strategies 
include  stationary  and  mobile  source  emission  controls  and  transportation 
improvements  to  be  implemented  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  Dis- 
trict (BAAQMD),  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC),  and  the  CARB. 

The  BAAQMD  operates  an  air  quality  monitoring  station  at  939  Ellis  St.,  ap- 
proximately two  miles  east  of  the  site.  A  three-year  summary  of  the  data 
collected  and  the  corresponding  ambient  air  quality  standards  are  shown  in 
Appendix  B,  p.  A-23.    These  data  show  occasional  excesses  of  the  ozone,  CO 
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and  TSP  standards. 

Air  pollutant  concentrations  in  San  Francisco,  while  exhibiting  fluctua- 
tions due  to  variations  in  weather,  have  shown  an  overall  improvement  since 
1969,  despite  increased  population  and  industrial  development.^  San  Fran- 
cisco's air  quality,  in  general,  is  the  least  degraded  of  all  the  developed 
portions  of  the  Bay  Area.  Because  of  the  prevailing  westerly  and  northwest- 
erly winds,  San  Francisco  is  more  a  generator  of  its  own  air  quality  prob- 
lems (especially  CO  and  TSP)  and  a  contributor  to  those  in  other  parts  of 
the  Bay  Area  (especially  ozone)  than  a  recipient  of  pollutants  from  else- 
where. CO  and  TSP  concentrations  reflect  local  emission  sources;  concen- 
trations are  highest  at  the  source  and  decrease  as  the  pollutants  are  dis- 
persed by  wind.  In  contrast,  ozone  is  not  directly  emitted  but  is  a  second- 
ary pollutant  formed  in  the  atmosphere  by  a  complex  series  of  photochemical 
reactions  involving  emitted  hydrocarbons  and  nitrogen  oxides.  Ozone  air 
pollution  is  thus  a  regional  phenomenon  because  the  precursor  pollutants 
are  carried  downwind  as  the  reaction  process  occurs. 

NOTES  -  Ai  r  Qual ity 

1.  A  nonattainment  area  is  one  in  which  the  federal  ambient  air  quality 
standard  for  a  designated  pollutant  has  been  exceeded  within  the  past 
two  or  three  years.  An  attainment  area  is  one  in  which  the  federal 
ambient  air  quality  standard  for  a  designated  pollutant  has  not  been 
exceeded  within  the  past  two  or  three  years. 

2.  Sally  Friedman,  Planner,  BAAQMD,  June  1981, p.  35. 

3.  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  BAAQMD,  and  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission,  1982,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  December, 
1982. 

4.  1981-1982  Air  Quality  Handbook,  BAAQMD,  June  1981,  p.  35. 
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C.  Noise 

The  existing  noise  environment  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Health  and 
Recreation  Center  is  dominated  by  traffic  noise  from  Stanyan  and  Turk  Sts. 
To  determine  existing  sound  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  these  homes,  measure- 
ments were  made  at  four  locations  over  a  two  day  period  between  a  Wednesday 
morning  and  a  Thursday  afternoon*  (see  Figure  11,  p.  38).  Each  of  the  four 
sites  was  visited  twice  and  the  measurements  at  each  site  were  made  during 
the  morning  and  afternoon  (see  Table  2,  p.  39).  In  addition  to  these  spot 
measurements,  a  continuous  24-hour  noise  measurement  was  made  at  location 
number  3.  The  purpose  of  this  noise  measurement  was  to  establish  the  back- 
ground noise  level  during  the  evening  and  nighttime  hours  in  this  area. 
Data  from  the  continuous  measurement  indicate  that  the  background  noise 
level,  Lgo,  defined  as  the  noise  level  equalled  or  exceeded  90%  of  the  time, 
ranges  from  38  to  47  dBA2  between  the  hours  of  10:00  PM  and  7:00  AM.  The 
quietest  time  of  the  night  was  between  4:00  AM  and  5:00  AM,  with  an  Lgg  of 
38  dBA  during  this  hour.  During  the  daytime,  the  background  sound  level 
rises  as  the  activity  level  increases.  The  highest  background  sound  level 
of  47  dBA  was  during  the  daytime  at  measurement  location  3. 

The  existing  noise  environment  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Cogeneration 
System  is  dominated  by  traffic  noise  from  Golden  Gate  Ave.  and  campus  and 
neighborhood  sounds.  Measurements  taken  at  the  fourth  location  indicated 
in  Figure  11,  p.  38,  reflect  the  existing  noise  environment  of  the  resi- 
dential development  across  Golden  Gate  Ave.  from  Gleeson  Library.  Night- 
time background,  or  minimum  moise  levels  of  the  Cogeneration  System  site 
area,  fell  within  the  same  range  as  those  measured  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Health  and  Recreation  Center  site.    Daytime  background  noise  levels  range 
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SCALE:  1"=600' 


FIGURE  1  1 


NOISE  MEASUREMENT  LOCATIONS  (1-4) 


USF  HEALTH  AND  RECREATION  CENTER 
and  COGENERATION  SYSTEM 


SOURCE:    Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc.  and  Pflueger  Architects 
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from  50-55  dBA,  with  sound  levels  exceeding  this  range  90%  of  the  time. 
During  the  measurement  survey,  the  existing  boiler  plant  located  beneath 
Gleeson  Library  was  not  audible  across  Golden  Gate  Ave.  For  a  further 
explanation  of  noise  levels  and  noise  terminology  see  Appendix  C,  pp.  A-24 
to  A-27. 

NOTES  -  Noise 

1.  Measurements  made  by  Charles  Salter  Associates,  acoustical  consultants, 
on  May  30  and  31,  1984. 

2.  Decibel  (dB)  =  A  logarithmic  unit  of  sound  intensity.  Sound  waves  tra- 
veling onward  from  a  source  exert  a  force  known  as  sound  pressure 
level  (commonly  called  "sound  level"),  measured  in  decibels. 

dBA  =  Decibel  corrected  for  the  variation  in  frequency  response  of  the 
typical  human  ear  at  commonly  encountered  noise  levels. 

D.    Transportation,  Circulation  and  Parking 

The  Health  and  Recreation  Center  project  site  is  bounded  on  the  west  by 
Stanyan  St.,  on  the  south  by  McAllister  St.,  on  the  east  by  Parker  Ave. 
and  on  the  north  by  Turk  St.  All  of  these  streets  are  two-lane,  two-way, 
residential  avenues  with  the  exception  of  Turk  St.  which  has  two  lanes  in 
each  direction  for  a  total  of  four  lanes. 

The  Cogeneration  System  site  is  located  in  the  central  campus  area,  which 
is  bounded  on  the  west  by  Parker  Ave.,  on  the  south  by  Fulton  St.,  on  the 
east  by  Masonic  Ave.  and  on  the  north  by  Golden  Gate  Ave.  Fulton  St.  and 
Masonic  Ave.  have  four  lanes,  two  lanes  in  each  direction.  Golden  Gate  and 
Parker  Aves.  have  two  lanes,  one  lane  in  each  direction. 

Three  parking  lots  are  on  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site:  31  spaces 
fronting  Stanyan  St.  near  McAllister  St.,  west  of  Loyola  Gym;  49  spaces  at 
the  corner  of  Stanyan  and  Turk  Sts.,  and  105  spaces  at  the  corner  of  Turk 
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St.  and  Parker  Ave.  (see  Figure  12,  p.  42). 

MUNI  routes  within  2000  ft.  of  the  project  sites  are,  in  the  east-west  di- 
rection: 31  Balboa  and  31BX  Balboa  express,  boarded  on  Turk  St.;  5  Fulton 
boarded  on  Fulton  St.,  21  Hayes,  boarded  on  Fulton  St.  at  Stanyan  St.; 
and  the  38  Geary  and  38L,  38AX  and  38BX  (expresses),  which  are  boarded  on 
Geary  St.  The  only  north-south  transit  line  in  the  site  vicinity  is  the 
43  Masonic,  boarded  on  Masonic  Ave.  on  the  east  side  of  campus.  Lines  5, 
31  and  38  operate  24  hours  per  day. 

E.    Land  Use  and  Zoning 

The  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site  is  located  on  Lots  1  and  IB 
in  Assessor's  Block  1144,  which  is  bounded  by  McAllister  St.,  Turk  St., 
Stanyan  St.  and  Parker  Ave..  Parker  Ave.  separates  the  307,000  sq.  ft. 
Health  and  Recreation  Center  site  from  the  remainder  of  the  19.5  acre  USF 
campus.  This  site  is  currently  occupied  by  Negoesco  Soccer  Field,  Loyola  Hall, 
Loyola  Gym  and  three  parking  lots,    (see  Figure  12,  p.  42). 

The  block  has  a  natural  slope  of  20  ft.  downhill  from  the  McAllister  St./ 
Parker  Ave  corner  to  the  Turk  St. /Stanyan  St.  corner.  The  block's  topography 
has  been  rearranged,  however,  to  provide  flat  surfaces  (for  the  soccer  field 
and  other  uses)  and  now  consists  of  two  levels  on  either  side  of  a  22  ft. 
high  retaining  wall,  which  runs  parallel  to,  and  just  east  of,  Loyola  Hall. 
The  upper  level  contains  the  existing  soccer  field  area  (130,000  sq.  ft.) 
and  the  Turk  St. /Parker  Ave.  parking  lot  (38,000  sq.  ft.).  The  lower 
level  is  about  137,000  sq.  ft.  and  contains  the  two  existing  buildings 
and  the  two  smaller  parking  lots.  Loyola  Gym  (about  12,400  sq.  ft.)  is 
used  primarily  for  intramural    sport  and  recreational   activities.  Loyola 
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Hall  contains  91,000  sq.  ft.  of  classroom  and  office  space.  The  two  park- 
ing lots  on  this  level  occupy    about  26,000  sq.  ft.. 

Land  uses  surrounding  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site  are  predomi- 
nantly residential.  The  four  adjacent  streets  (Stanyan,  Turk  and  McAllister 
Sts.  and  Parker  Ave.)  are  lined  by  single  family  homes  and  multi-unit  dwel- 
lings. The  southern  edge  of  the  project  block  is  lined  with  non-Un iversi ty- 
owned  residences  which  front  McAllister  St.  Their  backyard  areas  and  a  5 
ft.  wide  pedestrian  walkway  separate  these  residences  from  the  soccer  field 
and  the  southern  face  of  Loyola  Gym.  Xavier  Hall,  the  University  Jesuit 
residence,  is  across  from  the  soccer  field  on  the  east  side  of  Parker  Ave. 
The  Twilight  Cafe/Deli  on  the  corner  of  Stanyan  and  McAllister  Sts.  is  the 
one  non-residential  use  adjacent  to  the  site.  The  nearest  mixed  commercial/ 
residential  units  in  the  surrounding  area  are  approximately  four  block 
north,  three  blocks  west,  and  three  blocks  south  of  the  project  blocks  (see 
Figure  13,  p.  44. 

The  proposed  Cogeneration  System  would  be  located  in  the  basement  of  Glee- 
son  Library,  in  the  northwestern  corner  of  Lot  1  in  Assessor's  Block  1145. 
The  Gleeson  basement  is  now  occupied  by  the  University's  central  steam  heat- 
ing plant. 

The  Cogeneration  System  project  site  is  located  on  the  main  University  cam- 
pus and  fronts  Golden  Gate  Ave.  roughly  between  its  intersections  with 
Temescal  Terrace  and  Chabot  Terrace.  Closest  to  the  Cogeneration  site  are 
two-unit  dwellings  across  Golden  Gate  Ave  in  the  University  Terrace  neigh- 
borhood between  Lone  Mountain  Campus  and  the  main  University  campus. 
University  uses  immediately  surrounding  the  Cogeneration  site  are  Xavier 
Hall,  adjacent  to  the  library  on  the  west,  and  Harney  Hall,  immediately 
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FIGURE  13 
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east  of  Gleeson  Library. 

St.  Mary's  Hospital  is  two  blocks  south  of  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center 
project  site  and  two  blocks  southwest  of  the  Cogeneration  System  site  (see 
Figure  2,  p.  14),  and  is  the  owner  of  the  vacant  site  at  the  southwest  cor- 
ner of  Shrader  and  Fulton  Sts.  The  hospital  plans  to  construct  a  6-1/2 
story  medical  office  building  (including  five  levels  of  underground  parking) 
&  on  the  vacant  site.l  The  proposed  project  together  with  other  proposed 
projects  (Cannes  apartments;  Kezar  Stadium  reuse;  St  Joseph's  Hospital 
conversion  into  apartments;  St  Mary's  Medical  Office  Building;  UCSF  Vision 
Research  Laboratory;  UCSF  conversion  of  Polytechnic  High  School  to  housing, 
recreation  or  parking  or  other  reuse  of  this  site;  and  the  Urban  School 
expansion)  has  led  to  neighborhood  concern  about  potential  cumulative  im- 
pacts on    the   neighborhood,    particularly    increased  institutionalization. 

The  two  project  blocks  are  within  an  RH-2  (House,  Two  Family)  district,  which 
is  the  prevalent  zoning  classification  for  the  area  surrounding  USF  (See 
®  Figure  14,  p.  46).  Exceptions  to  this  classification  are  two  areas:  one, 
directly  west  of  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site  on  Stanyan  St.,  is 
within  an  RH-1  (House,  One  Family),  district  and  the  other  area  is  an  RM-1 
(Mixed  Residential,  Low  Density)  district.  Institutional  uses,  such  as 
USF,  may  be  permitted  as  conditional  uses  in  RH-2  districts,  and  are  requir- 
ed to  keep  a  current  institutional  master  plan  on  file  with  the  Department 
of  Ci  ty  PI  anning. 

The  majority  of  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  project  block  is  in  a  40-X 
Height  and  Bulk  District  in  which  the  maximum  permitted  height  is  40  ft. 
(see  Figure  15,  p.  47).  The  southern  portion  of  the  soccer  field  and  the 
southeastern  border  of  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site  plus  the  Co- 
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generation  System  site  are  in  an  80-D  Height  and  Bulk  District  where  the 
maximum  permitted  height  is  80  ft.  and  maximum  length  and  diagonal  dimen- 
sions, applicable  to  building  bulk  above  40  ft.,  are  110  ft.  and  140  ft. 
respectively. 

NOTES  -  Land  Use  and  Zoning 

1.    Robert  Rhine,   Sedway-Cooke  (EIR  consultants  to  St.  Mary's),  telephone 
conversation,  October  1983. 
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FIGURE  14 


ZONING  MAP 
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F.    Visual  Quality 

The  project  sites  are  located  in  a  residential  area  with  one,  two  and  three 
story  structures  as  the  predominant  surrounding  visual  features.  The  Uni- 
versity's cluster  of  large  institutional  structures  stands  to  the  east  of 
the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site  and  envelopes  the  Cogeneration  System 
site  (Gleeson  Library)  on  all  sides  but  the  north. 

Views  of  the  existing  facilities  at  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site 
from  each  of  the  surrounding  streets  differ.  Looking  west  from  the  upper 
story  levels  of  the  row  of  homes  along  Parker  Ave.  and  from  Xavier  Hall, 
the  open  expanse  of  the  soccer  field  and  parking  lots  is  set  against  a  dis- 
tant row  of  60-75  ft.  tall  cypress  trees  with  Loyola  Hall  and  Gym  as  the 
western  backdrop.  Th  view  to  the  northwest  drifts  off  over  residential  roof- 
tops towards  Lincoln  Park.  From  the  pedestrian  level  along  Parker  Ave. 
views  west  are  somewhat  obstructed  by  20-30  ft.  trees  and  shrubbery 
which  line  the  sidewalk. 

Views  to  the  north  from  the  rear  of  the  residences  facing  McAllister  St. 
are  screened  partially  by  juniper  and  pine  trees  (20-30  ft.  tall)  located 
between  the  houses  and  the  soccer  field.  Some  of  the  residences  have 
partial  views  of  the  tops  of  Loyola  Gym  and  Loyola  Hall  while  others  look 
across  the  length  of  the  soccer  field. 

Residences  along  Stanyan  and  Turk  Sts.  have  short  range  views  of  the  exist- 
ing buildings  on  the  site  through  a  sparse  row  of  trees  (about  15-20  ft. 
high)  and  shrubbery  lining  the  north  and  west  sidewalks  of  the  Health  and 
Recreation  Center  site  block.  Two  parking  lots  along  Turk  St.  are  visible 
to  some  of  these  residences,  separated  by  a  chain-link  fence  and  sparse,  low 
shrubs. 
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The  rooftop  location  on  Gleeson  Library,  where  the  Cogeneration  System's 
radiator  unit  (its  only  external  component)  would  be  built  under  an 
existing  canopy,  is  largely  obscured  from  off-site  short-range  views  be- 
cause of  the  library's  height  and  the  canopy's  setback  from  the  building's 
parapet.  Viewed  from  a  higher  vantage  point,  such  as  the  Lone  Mountain 
campus,  the  roof  of  the  library  and  its  rooftop  mechanical  structures  are 
vi  sibl e . 

G.    Historic,  Architectural  and  Cultural  Resources 

The  University  of  San  Francisco,  formerly  known  as  St.  Ignatius  College, 
was  destroyed  by  fire  in  April,  1906.  The  school  was  rebuilt  at  its  pre- 
sent location  in  1910.1  when  the  Cal  i fornia  Jesuit  Mission  made  its  initial 
property  acquisition  in  the  project  area,  this  section  of  the  City  was 
still  largely  undeveloped.  The  City's  four  cemeteries  were  located  to  the 
immediate  north  and  sand  dunes  were  the  predominant  landscape  feature  west 
of  Parker  Ave.    Few  homes  had  been  built  west  of  Stanyan  St. 

Construction  of  the  Administration  building,  the  College  of  Liberal  Arts 
and  St.  Ignatius  High  School  took  place  between  1921-1929.  The  College  of 
Fine  Arts  was  built  in  1931.1  USF  experienced  its  greatest  growth  between 
1950  and  1969,  with  the  construction  of  ten  buildings  to  accommodate  in- 
creases in  student  body  population.  St.  Ignatius  High  School,  built  in 
1928,  and  the  Gymnasium,  built  in  1951,  became  what  are  now  Loyola  Hall  and 
Loyola  Gym  after  the  High  School  vacated  these  buildings  and  established  a 
new  location  in  the  Sunset  District  in  1968.  Shortly  thereafter  USF  acquired 
the  High  School  Property. 
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St.  Ignatius  Church,  located  to  the  southeast  of  the  proposed  Health  and 
Recreation  Center  site  block,  and  southwest  of  the  Cogeneration  System 
site,  is  the  only  structure  on  the  campus  and  contiguous  properties  to  re- 
ceive recognition  for  architectural  merit.  This  building  was  rated  "5" 
(Extraordinary)  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning's  Architectural  Survey, 
with  special  emphasis  given  to  its  importance  as  a  visual  focal  point  in 
the  cityscape.2 

NOTES  -  Historic  Resources 

1.  L.F.   Byington,  ed.,  The  History  of  San  Francisco,  vol.  Ill,  The  S.J. 
Clarke  Publishing    Co.,    Chicago    and    San    Francisco,    1931,    p.  278. 

2.  Department  of  City  Planning,  Architectural  Survey,  1  974. 
H.  Geology/Topography 

The  Health  and  Recreation  Center  project  site  consists  of  land  that  has 
been  leveled  for  the  soccer  field,  Loyola  Hall  and  Loyola  Gym.  Soils 
studies  were  undertaken  at  the  soccer  field  in  September,  1981.  The  surface 
soils  of  the  site  consist  of  Dune  Sands  to  a  depth  of  10-20  ft.l  Sandy 
clays,  silty  clays  and  weathered  bedrock  underlie  and  are  mixed  within  dune 
sands.  Beneath  this  material  lies  fractured  Franciscan  bedrock,2  sandstone, 
and  shale  that  slopes  to  the  southeast. ^  This  material  is  considered  to 
have  good  stability  under  earthquake  conditions. ^ 

Installation  of  the  proposed  Cogeneration  System  would  require  some  excava- 
tion underneath  the  basement  floor  within  the  existing  Gleeson  Library 
structure.  Soils  underlying  the  library  are  similar  to  those  beneath  the 
Health  and  Recreation  Center  site  except  that  they  were  disturbed  more 
recently  when  Gleeson  library  was  constructed. 
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The  closest  active  earthquake  faults  to  the  proposed  sites  are  the  San 
Andreas  Fault,  approximately  6  mi.  southwest  of  the  sites,  and  the  Hayward 
Fault,  approximately  13  mi.  to  the  northeast.5  Both  of  these  faults  have 
a  recent  history  of  major  and  minor  movements  and  their  continued  activity 
can  be   expected   to   affect   the   project   site   and   the   rest   of  the  city. 

NOTES  -  Geology/Topography 

1.  Lee  and  Praszker,  Foundation  Investigation,  Loyola  Field,  University  of 
San  Francisco,  California,  September  1981,  14  pp. 

2.  Franciscan  bedrock  =  a  mixture  of  red,  green  and  brown  cherts  (rocks 
composed  of  silica)  and  lava  flows  of  basalt. 

3.  Lee  and  Praszker,  Evaluation  of  Soils  and  Soil  Strength  Parameters  in 
Conjunction  with  Proposed  Addition  to  Kendrick  Hall,  University  of  San 
Francisco,  California,  March  1981,  p.  3. 

4.  IJRS/John  A.  Bl  ume  &  Associates,  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investiga- 
tion, June  1974. 

5.  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology,  Geologic  Map  of  California, 
San  Francisco  Sheet,  1961,  scale  1:250,000. 


I.  Biology 

Vegetation  on  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  project  site  consists  of 
cypress,  juniper  and  broom.  The  trees  vary  in  height,  the  tallest  being 
the  70-75  ft.  tall  cypresses  west  of  the  soccer  field.  Other  vegetation 
in  the  area  consists  of  grasses  and  volunteer*  herbaceous  plants  typical 
of  disturbed  areas.  The  Cogeneration  System  site  block  is  dotted  with 
landscaped  areas,  planters  and  trees  of  similar  species.  Based  on  data 
from  nearby  Golden  Gate  Park,  61  bird  species  could  potentially  visit  the 
project  sites;  however,  these  species  would  be  more  likely  to  frequent  the 
Park,  as  it  is  a  larger  and  more  diverse  habitat. ^ 

Mammals  which  could  be  found  at  the  sites  include  various  rodents,  such  as 
field  mice,  gophers,  squirrels  and  wood  rats.  Animals  from  Golden  Gate 
Park,  such  as  skunk,  raccoon,  feral  cats  and  dogs,  might  also  be  expected 
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to  visit  the  site.-^  No  endangered  species  of  plant  or  animal  are  known  to 
exist  on  the  proposed  sites.  For  further  details  on  biotic  setting  see  the 
Initial  Study    for   the   proposed   project,    pp.    A-l   to   A-22    of   this  EIR. 


NOTES  -  Biol ogy 

1.  volunteer  =  not  deliberately  planted. 

2.  Dr.  Booker  Holton,  Report  on  Biological  Resources  at  USF,  August  1983. 

3.  Dr.   Booker  Holton,  Biological  Resources  Consultant,  telephone  conver- 
sation, August  26,  1983. 
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CHAPTER  IV.    ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


On  the  basis  of  the  Initial  Study  for  a  proposed  9.5  mW  cogeneration  project, 
published  November  1983,  it  was  determined  that  an  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (EIR)  was  required.  Impacts  mitigated  to  a  level  of  insignificance 
and  those  with  insignificant  effects  were  focused  out  of  the  EIR.  They 
were:  biology,  cultural  resources,  cumulative  land  use,  popul  ation/empl  oy- 
ment,  seismic,  transportation/circulation,  and  utilities/public  services 
impacts.  After  the  Initial  Study  was  published,  a  Health  and  Recreation 
Center  was  proposed  and  added  into  this  EIR.  Later,  as  a  result  of  discus- 
sions with  both  neighborhood  groups  and  the  University  community,  the  9.5 
mW  Cogeneration  facility  was  deemed  an  inappropriate  use  on  campus  and  a 
smaller  1.8  mW  system  was  proposed  as  a  replacement  for  two  aging  boilers 
in  the  campus  steam  plant.  This  latest  proposal  would  not  seek  to  sell 
power  for  profit;  rather  it  would  supply  just  the  electrical  and  steam 
demands  of  the  University.  Although  the  other  above  listed  impacts  remain 
focused  out  of  this  EIR,  the  scope  of  popul  ation/empl  oyment,  utilities/ 
public  services,  geology,  water  quality,  biology  and  cultural  impacts  has 
changed  somewhat  due  to  the  addition  of  the  Recreation  Center;  these  changes 
are  discussed  below.  Transportation/circulation  impacts  for  the  Recreation 
Center  have  been  added  into  this  EIR  as  well. 

Population:  The  Health  and  Recreation  Center  portion  of  the  project  would 
provide  five  full-time  jobs.  In  addition  to  these  full-time  jobs,  about  30 
part-time  jobs  could  be  occupied  by  students  per  semester.  About  150  person- 
years  of  construction  labor  would  be  provided  during  the  approximately  18- 
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month  construction  period.  The  project  would  not  induce  substantial  growth 
or  concentration  of  people,  displace  a  large  number  of  people  or  create  a 
substantial  demand  for  housing. 

Utilities/public  services,  Water  qual  ity:  The  project  would  increase  demand 
for  utilities  and  public  services.  The  Health  and  Recreation  Center  would 
use  water  for  the  swimming  pool  and  showers.  Water  would  be  supplied  to  the 
Recreation  Center  through  existing  mains  that  would  not  require  any  modifi- 
cation. No  expansion  of  existing  sewage  facilities  would  be  required  to 
serve  the  proposed  Recreation  Center.  The  gas  main  serving  the  Cogeneration 
site  may  have  to  be  enlarged  (see  p.  58-A). 

Geology:  Soils  underlying  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site  are  consi- 
dered to  have  good  stability  under  earthquake  conditions. *  The  project 
sponsor  would  obtain  a  site-specific  soils  report  from  a  California  licensed 
soils  engineer  and  would  construct  the  project  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  this  report. 

Biology:  Cypress  trees  growing  between  the  west  edge  of  the  soccer  field 
and  the  east  side  of  Loyola  Hall  and  Loyola  Gym  would  be  removed  before  con- 
struction of  the  proposed  Recreation  Center.  After  construction  is  complet- 
ed, new  landscaping  would  be  planted  along  this  corridor.  Landscaping 
would  also  be  planted  along  Stanyan  St.,  within  the  parking  lot  and  around 
the  soccer  field  (see  Figure  6,  p.  21). 

Cultural:  Since  the  Recreation  Center  site  was  disturbed  during  construc- 
tion of  Loyola  Hall  and  Loyola  Gym,  it  is  unlikely  that  archeol ogical 
resources  are  present  at  the  site.  However,  if  any  archeol ogical  resources 
were  found  on  the  site  during  construction,  the  project  sponsor  has  agreed 
to  the  mitigation  measure  on  p.  93. 

54 


IV.    Environmental  Impacts 

Fiscal:  The  Initial  Study  for  the  9.5  mW  facility  stated  that  the  EIR 
would  contain  a  discussion  of  impacts  of  project  financing  on  USF.  Because 
the  originally  proposed  9.5  mW  project  has  been  down-scaled  to  a  1.8  mW 
steam  replacement  system  that  would  only  produce  enough  heat  and  power  for 
the  University's  consumption,  a  discussion  of  fiscal  effects  has  been  omit- 
ted. 

In  the  spring  of  1984,  due  to  neighborhood  concern  over  several  projects 
proposed  for  the  Greater  Haight  Ashbury  Area,  the  Department  of  City  Plan- 
ning undertook  a  report  to  provide  an  overview  of  cumulative  impacts  of  all 
the  projects  proposed. 2  Projects  covered  in  this  report,  in  addition  to 
those  proposed  by  USF,  are:  St.  Mary's  Medical  Office  Building,  Cannes 
Apartments,  Urban  School  of  San  Francisco  Expansion,  Polytechnic  High 
School  Conversion,  St.  Joseph's  Hospital  Conversion  (Park  Hill  Residential), 
and  the  UCSF  Vision  Research  Module.  Cumulative  Impacts,  where  applicable, 
are  discussed  at  the  end  of  each  section  in  this  chapter. 

NOTES  -  Impacts 

1.  URS/John  A.  Blume  &  Associates,  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investi- 
gation, June  1974. 

2.  Greater  Haight-Ashbury  Cumulative  Assessment  Report,  December  21,  1984.. 
Available  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th 
Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102. 

A.  Energy 


Regional  Energy  Impacts 

The  Cogeneration  System,  in  producing  both  electrical  and  thermal  energy, 
would  consume  more  natural  gas  than  is  currently  required  at  USF  to  produce 
steam  alone,    however,   the   total    fuel    required   to   produce   electric  and 
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thermal  energy  in  the  co-generation  system  would  be  less  than  the  total  fuel 
required  to  produce  the  same  amount  of  power  and  heat  in  separate  systems, 
resulting  in  a  net  decrease  in  fuel  use  in  the  region.  Generation  of 
electricity  at  USF  would  reduce  the  amount  of  electricity  PG&E  would  need 
to  produce.  Approximately  1,800  barrels  of  oil  per  year  would  be  saved  as 
a  result  of  operation  of  this  cogeneration  facility. 1  Production  of  elec- 
tricity by  this  and  other  cogeneration  facilities  might,  by  satisfying 
local  power  demands,  help  to  postpone  construction  of  new  PG&E  power  plants 
needed  to  meet  increasing  demand.  PG&E  estimates  that  operating  and  plan- 
ned cogeneration  projects  with  which  they  have  contracts  or  commitments  are 
capable  of  generating  over  700,000  kW,  which  is  more  than  enough  power  to 
serve  a  city  the  size  of  Oakland. 2 

Additional  energy  savings  would  be  realized  through  the  use  of  power  pro- 
duced at  USF  rather  than  electricity  generated  by  PG&E  far  from  San  Fran- 
cisco. Power  generated  outside  San  Francisco  is  subject  to  greater  trans- 
mission losses^  en  route  to  its  point  of  use  in  the  City  than  locally  pro- 
duced power. 

The  Public  Utilities  Regulatory  Policy  Act  (PURPA)  requires  PG&E  and  other 
utilities  to  purchase  locally  produced  power  at  a  rate  comparable  to  the 
incremental  cost  saved  by  the  utility  not  generating  the  power  itself  (the 
utility's  "avoided  cost").  This  avoided  cost  includes  the  cost  of  power 
production  at  existing  facilities  and  the  potential  cost  of  power  produc- 
tion at  plants  which  would  be  constructed  to  meet  regional  increases  in 
power  demand.  PG&E  would  therefore  purchase  energy  at  an  avoided  cost  rate 
from  the  proposed  Cogeneration  System  when  the  system  produces  more  electri- 
city than  can  be  used  by  the  University. 
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Steam 

0  The  regeneration  System  would  produce  35-50  psi  steam,  which  would  provide 
for  the  average  demand  of  existing  buildings  heated  by  the  present  boilers 
and  of  the  new  Recreation  Center  minus  one  percent.  On  cold  winter  mornings, 
the  new  plant's  capacity  would  not  be  sufficient,  and  one  or  more  backup 
boilers  would  have  to  be  used  to  provide  additional  steam  heat.^a 

#  Demand  for  steam  to  heat  USF  campus  buildings  varies  on  a  daily  and  seasonal 
basis.  The  present  Gleeson  Library  system  operates  about  16  hrs/day,  from 
6  AM  to  10  PM.  The  existing  boilers  in  individual  buildings  operate  24 
hrs/day.  Annual  campus  steam  demand  average  is  approximately  420,000 
therms/year,  supplied  approximately  half  by  the  Gleeson  Library  boilers  and 
half  by  the  other  boilers.  The  Recreation  Center  would  increase  average 
demand  to  482,000  therm/year.  The  cogeneration  facility  would  produce  an 
average  of  478,000  therms/year.,  one  percent  less  than  the  average  demand. 

#  See  Table  2A,  page  57-B,  for  a  summary  of  steam  demand  and  use  character- 
istics with  and  without  the  project.  The  cogeneration  system  would  operate 
at  or  near  capacity  for  about  16  hours  a  day,  from  6  AM  to  10  PM,  and  at  a 
lower  level  or  not  at  all  for  the  rest  of  the  night,  depending  on  the  steam 
requirements  for  heating  dormitories  or  swimming  pool  water.  Steam  cannot 
be  generated  and  stored  for  use  at  another  time.  Energy  conservation  pro- 
grams at  USF  have  reduced  steam  demand  below  the  cited  demand  figures;  new 
consumption  figures  are  not  yet  available. 

0  If  additional  buildings  described  in  the  Institutional  Master  Plan  were  to 
be  built  on  the  main  campus,  a  small  amount  of  additional  steam  to  partially 
supply  these  buildings  could  be  generated  by  operating  the  system  at  capacity 
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for  a  full  16  hours  on  days  when  this  would  not  otherwise  occur.  Operation 
24-hours  a  day  would  not  help  to  supply  additional  buildings  because  the 
extra  steam  would  be  generated  at  a  time  of  day  when  there  would  be  no  use 
for  it.  Further  implementation  of  the  Institutional  Master  Plan  would  have 
to  include  additional  steam  production  facilities,  since  the  cogeneration 
system  could  not  produce  enough  steam  to  heat  several  additional  buildings. 
For  a  schematic  representation  of  the  relationship  between  steam  demand  and 
capacity  see  Figure  15A  page  57-C.  The  Lone  Mountain  portion  of  the 
campus  is  too  far  from  the  main  campus  for  efficient  connection  to  the 
proposed  cogeneration  system  and  would  continue  to  have  independent  steam 
generation  provisions  (the  present  Lone  Mountain  buildings  have  their  own 
boil ers  for  steam) . 

The  Health  and  Recreation  Center  would  be  connected  to  the  steam  distri- 
bution system  (see  Figure  10,  p.  28),  and  would  use  steam  for  space  and 
water  heating.  Hot  water  would  be  used  in  locker  rooms  and  to  heat  the 
swimming  pool.  When  the  Cogeneration  System  is  not  functioning,  such  as 
during  maintenance,  a  conventional  back  up  boiler  would  be  used  for  the 
Recreation  Center's  space  and  water  heating. 
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Table  2A.    USF  Steam  Use  and  Production  Characteristics  With  and 
Without  the  Proposed  Project. 


Present  With  Project 


average  daily  demand,  therms/day  1,150  1,320 

maximum  daily  demand,  therms/day  1,450  1,670 

average  annual  demand,  therms/yr  420,000  482,000 

cogeneration  average  production,  n/a  1,310 
therms/day 

cogeneration  average  production,  n/a  478,000 
therms/year 

cogeneration  average  production  n/a  99% 
as  percent  of  average  demand 

cogeneration  maximum  production,  n/a  1,395 
therms/dayl 

cogeneration  daily  maximum  production,  n/a  87% 
as  percent  of  maximum  demand 


1.  Assuming  a  cold  winter  day  with  maximum  heating  load  but  not  24-hour 
full  capacity  operation  since  classrooms,  library,  etc.  do  not  have  to  be 
heated  all  night. 

Sources:  Robert  E.  Fishman,  P.E.,  FMC  Engineers,  cogeneration  plant 
designers,  and  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
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FIGURE  15A 

SCHEMATIC  REPRESENTATION  OF  HEATING  DEMAND  VERSUS  CAPACITY 

USE  COGENERATION  FACILITY 

Source:  Bendix  Environmental  Research, Inc. 
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El ectrici  ty 

Electrical  generation  of  the  proposed  Cogeneration  System  would  be  about 
1,650  kW  gross  for  16  hrs./day.  Net  electrical  production  would  be  1,500 
kW.  Based  on  average  steam  load,  the  gross  annual  electric  output  of  the 
Cogeneration  System  would  be  about  12  million  kWh.  Maximum  electricity 
consumption  for  operation  of  the  Cogeneration  System  (radiator  and  other 
uses)  would  total  about  600,000  kWh  annually,  resulting  in  a  net  annual 
output  of  approximately  11,400,000  kWh.  Electrical  consumption  by  the 
Cogeneration  System  would  be  fairly  constant  at  about  1200  kWh./day 
throughout  the  year. 

Campus  electricity  use  was  9.2  million  kWh  in  1984  (not  including  Lone  Moun- 
tain), which  would  be  equivalent  to  about  74%  of  the  12.4  million  kWh  ave- 
rage net  annual  electrical  output  of  the  proposed  plant.  Annual  demand 
from  existing  buildings  is  expected  to  increase  to  11.5  million  kWh  as  a 
result  of  the  addition  of  computer  equipment.  The  Recreation  Center  would 
increase  demand  by  about  1.9  million  kWh,  bringing  the  average  annual 
demand  to  13.4  million  kWh.  There  would  be  no  net  average  electrical 
surplus  if  the  Recreation  Center  were  built:  USF  would  buy  a  net  annual 
average  of  1.0  million  kWh,  8%  of  campus  demand,  from  PG&E.  At  certain 
times  of  year,  when  cold  weather  creates  maximum  steam  heating  demand,  USF 
would  generate  more  electricity  than  needed  and  the  surplus  would  be  sold 
to  PG&E  (an  annual  average  of  0.9  million  kWh).  USF  electrical  use  and 
production  characteristics  with  and  without  the  proposed  project  are  shown 
in  Table  2B,  page  58-B  and  Figure  15B,  page  58-C.  If  total  Institutional 
Master  Plan  buildout  were  to  take  place,  the  annual  average  demand  for 
electricity  would  increase.  At  cold  times  of  year  part  of  this  increase 
could  be  met  from  electricity  which  would  otherwise  be  sold  to  PG&E.  Any 
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additional  buildings  would  increase  the  annual  average  amount  of  electricity 
that  would  have  to  be  purchased  from  PG&E. 

Natural  Gas 

The  Cogeneration  System  would  result  in  a  net  increase  in  natural  gas  con- 
sumption by  USF  of  approximately  225  therms/hr.4;  about  1,700,000  therms/ 
yr. ,  as  compared  to  natural  gas  use  of  705,000  therms/yr.  in  1982.  If 
necessary,  PG&E  would  enlarge  the  gas  main  supplying  the  site  to  accom- 
modate thi  s  fl  ow.5 
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Table  2B.    USF  Electrical  Use  and  Production  Characteristics  With 
and  Without  the  Proposed  Project 


Present 


With  Project 


Not  Including  Including 
Recreation  Recreation 
Center  Center 


annual  average  demand  in  million  9.2* 
kilowatt-hours  (kWh) 

annual  average  gross  cogeneration  n/a 
system  production  (million  kWh) 

annual  average  cogeneration  n/a 
system  consumption  (million  kWh) 

net  average  cogeneration  system  n/a 
production  (million  kWh) 

annual  average  surplus  power  n/a 
available  for  sale  (million  kWh) 

annual  average  surplus  power  n/a 
available  for  sale  as  percent  of 
net  production 


11.52 
12.9 

0.5 
12.4 

0.9 

7% 


13.4 
12.9 
0.5 
12.4 
-1.03 
-8%3 


1.  1984  total  campus  use,  not  including  Lone  Mountain. 

2.  The  increase  in  projected  demand  from  existing  buildings  is  due  to 
anticipated  installation  of  computers  which  use  electricity  and  give  off 
heat  which  creates  electric  air  conditioning  load. 

3.  Note  that  these  negative  figures  represent  deficits. 

Sources:  Robert  E.  Fishman,  P.E.,  FMC  Engineers,  cogeneration  plant 
designers,  and  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
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Capacity  available 
for  sale  to  PG&E 


DEMAND 


POWER  PRODUCTION 
(Controlled  by  steam  demand) 


Demand  met  by  power 
purchased  from  PG&E 


Electric  power  deficits  met  by  purchase  from  PG&E  1.9  million  kWh 

Electric  power  surpluses  sold  to  PG&E  0.9  million  kWh 

NET  power  purchases  1-0  m,m  kWh 


Jan       Feb       Mar      Apr        May       Jun       Jul       Aug       Sep      Oct       Nov  D 


ec 


FIGURE  15B 

SCHEMATIC  REPRESENTATION  OF  ELECTRIC  DEMAND  VS.  PRODUCTION 


USF  COGENERATION  FACILITY 

Source:  Bendix  Environmental  Research, I nc. 
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For  the  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center,  natural  gas  consumption  would 
not  be  related  to  floor  space.  California  Administrative  Code  Title  24 
energy  conservation  standards  for  buildings  would  not  apply  to  the  Recreation 
Center  project  because  the  building  would  be  supplied  with  less  heat  than  the 
threshold  value  of  10  Btu/hr.  per  sq.  ft.^ 

The  probability  of  natural  gas  service  interruption  would  be  low.  Cogenera- 
tion  facilities,  under  the  California  Public  Utilities  Code,  have  "P-3A" 
priority  for  purchasing  natural  gas,  which  is  a  higher  priority  than  that  for 
utility  and  large  commercial/industrial  users  and  a  lower  priority  than  that 
for  small  commercial  and  residential  users.  In  the  event  of  a  natural  gas 
shortage,  cogeneration  facilities  would  be  able  to  purchase  natural  gas  when 
utility,  industrial  and  large  commercial  customers  with  interruptible  service 
(including  gas-fired  boilers)  have  their  service  curtailed. 

PG&E  expects  adequate  gas  supplies  to  be  available  for  the  project  life- 
time and  expects  supplies  for  the  next  five  years  to  be  "extremely  stable."7 
The  Federal  Office  of  Technology  Assessment  concludes  "that  substantial 
technical  uncertainties  prevent  a  reliable  estimation  of  the  likely  natural 
gas  production  rates  for  later  in  this  century". ^  There  has  been  no 
interruption  of  natural  gas  service  to  a  cogeneration  facility  on  record, 
and  there  has  been  a  "very  low"  incidence  of  interruption  of  natural  gas 
service  to  PG&E  customers  with  interruptible  service.7  Natural  gas  supply 
to  the  existing  main  steam  plant  at  USF  was  interrupted  for  one  day  during 
the  last  five  years,  requiring  use  of  backup  fuel  oil. 

NOTES  -  Energy 

1.  "Each  megawatt  of  electricity  produced  by  cogeneration  saves  at  least 
1,000  barrels  of  oil  a  year."  From:  Gandara  and  Park,  "Municipal 
Cogeneration",  in   California  Energy   Commission,    Cogeneration   in  Muni- 
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cipalities:  Proceedings  from  Workshops  for  Local  Governments  and  Muni- 
cipal Utilities,  January  1982,  pp.  8-9. 

2.  PG&E,  PG&E  Progress,  October  1983,  p.  2. 

3.  transmission  loss  =  power  lost  during  transmission  of  energy  from  one 
point  to  another  along  a  power  line;  this  loss  is  proportional  to  the 
1 ength  of  the  1 i ne. 

3a.  For  up  to  6  hours,  from  6  AM  to  noon,  for  up  to  90  days  per  year,  depending 
on  weather  conditions. 

4.  Projected    on   the   basis   of   current   demand    per    sq.    ft.    of  building. 

5.  Stuart  Tartaglia,  PG&E,  Marketing  Department,  telephone  conversation, 
30  September  1983. 

6.  California  Administrative  Code,  Title  24,  Part  6,  Article  2,  "Energy 
Conservation  Standards  for  New  Non-residential  Buildings,"  Division  4, 
T-20-1490B. 

7.  Sam  Wells,  Commercial  Division,  PG&E,  telephone  conversation,  9  Septem- 
ber 1983. 

8.  Office  of  Technology  Assessment,  Congress  of  the  United  States,  News 
Release,  22  September  1983,  avaliable  for  public  review  at  the  Depart- 
ment of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister 
St. 


B.    Ai  r  Qual  ity 


Emissions  would  be  produced  by  two  different  project  related  sources:  auto 
mobile  traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  Recreation  Center  and  operation  of 
the  proposed  Cogeneration  System.  The  principal  traffic  generated  emission, 
carbon  monoxide  (CO),  would  not  be  detectable  either  by  direct  sampling 
techniques  or  computer  modeling  because  the  increase  in  traffic  volume  gen- 
erated by  the  Recreation  Center  would  be  negligible  (see  Section  D,  p.  72). 


Operation  of  the  Cogeneration  System  would  involve  the  combustion  of  nat- 
ural gas,  yielding  air  pollutants  as  outlined  in  Table  3,  p.  61.  The  pol- 
lutant composition  of   these  emissions   would   not   differ   from   that   of  the 
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existing  boilers  since  both  systems  burn  the  same  fuel.  Of  these  pollutants 
only  nitrogen  oxide  (N0X)  emissions  would  be  sufficient  in  quantity  to  trigge 
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a  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  requirement  for  use  of 
Best  Available  Control  Technology  (BACT),  which  is  the  maximum  degree  of 
emissions  reduction  that  a  particular  source  can  achieve  (see  Table  3,  p. 
61).  BACT  would  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor  in  the  form  of  a  lean 
burning  (natural  gas  only)  engine.  Natural  gas  is  the  cleanest  burning 
fossil  fuel  and  it  would  not  produce  unusual  or  highly  toxic  products  of 
combustion. 

In  order  to  obtain  authorization  to  construct  and  operate  the  cogeneration 
system,  the  project  sponsor  would  be  required  to  comply  with  the  applicable 
federal,  state  and  regional  air  quality  regulations,  including  the  U.  S. 
Clean  Air  Act  and  the  BAAQMD  Rules  and  Regulations  (see  p.  29).  At  the 
size  proposed,  and  with  BACT  implemented,  emissions  from  the  project  would 
represent  0.02  percent  (0.0002)  of  the  projected  regional  emissions  for  N0X 
(the  proposed  project's  worst  emission)  and  would  be  within  growth  projec- 
tions contained  in  the  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan.*  The  project,  by 
complying  with  federal,  state,  and  regional  air  pollution  regulations  which 
are  designed  to  prevent  impacts  of  air  pollution  on  health,  would  not  be 
expected  to  affect  persons  working  or  residing  near  the  Cogeneration  System, 
or  patients  of  St.  Mary's  Hospital  and  Medical  Center. 

#  New  project  emissions  would  be  partially  offset  by  the  closure  of  the  four 
existing  25-year  old  boilers  at  USF,  thus  terminating  their  air  pollutant 
emissions.    The  BAAQMD  would  determine  the  amount  of  air  pollutants  elimi- 

#  nated  by  closure  of  the  boilers  during  the  process  of  granting  permits  for 
the  new  facility. 

Project  air  pollutants  would  be  discharged  from  the  existing,  45  ft.  high, 

#  boiler  plant  exhaust  stack. 
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•  The  cooling  process  would  produce  a  water  vapor  plume  which  might  be  visible 
on  cool,  damp  days  when  droplets  of  water  would  condense  due  to  the  air's 
reduced  ability  to  hold  water  vapor  at  lower  temperatures;  this  vapor  would 
be  expected  to  dissipate  quickly  in  prevailing  winds. 

#  Excessive  ground  level  concentrations  of  air  pollutants  emitted  from  stacks 
such  as  the  one  on  Gleeson  Library  are  sometimes  caused  by  "downwash,  wakes 
and  eddies  caused  by  nearby  structures. "2  This  type  of  air  pollution  is 
not  expected;  however,  in  order  to  insure  that  this  would  not  occur  the 
emissions  of  the  cogeneration  facility  would  be  modeled  and  any  changes  in 
design  required    to   meet    the    concerns    of   the    BAAQMD    would    be  made.3 

Construction  Air  Quality  Impacts 

Construction  activity  would  temporarily  generate  some  air  pollutants  in  the 
project  vicinity.  Construction  equipment  would  release  exhaust  which  could 
irritate  people  in  neighboring  buildings  during  construction  hours.  Site 
preparation  and  construction  activities  would  intermittently  cause  dust  and 
other  particulate  matter  to  become  suspended  in  the  air.  Violations  of  the 
State  24-hour  Total  Suspended  Particulates  (TSP)  standard  might  occur  in 
the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  on  these  occasions.  Mitigation  for 
this  impact  has  been  proposed  as  part  of  the  project,  (see  Chapter  V., 
Mitigation  Measures,  p.  89). 

Cumulative  Air  Quality  Impacts 

The  USF  projects  would  contribute  to  both  aspects  of  cumulative  emissions 
in  the  Greater  Haight  Ashbury:  indirect  traffic  generated  emissions,  and 
direct  heating  emissions.    The  University  projects'   contribution  to  cumu- 
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lative  indirect  emissions  would  be  negligible  as  vehicular  trip  generation 
for  the  two  projects  is  small  enough  as  to  be  imperceptible  within  the 
daily  fluctuations  of  traffic. 

The  proposed  cogeneration  system  would  account  for  about  60%  of  the  total 
cumulative  increase  in  N0X  emissions,  10%  of  the  projected  cumulative  CO 
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emissions,  and  about  40%  of  the  cumulative  direct  and  indirect  hydrocarbon 
emissions.  As  discussed  in  the  Greater  Haight  Ashbury  Report,  the  levels 
of  total  cumulative  increase  are  within  growth  projections  and  specific 
control  measures  contained  in  the  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan. 

NOTES  -  Air  Quality 

1.  ABAG,  BAAQMD,  MTC:  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  1982. 

2.  Federal  Register:    Vol.  47,  No.  26,  February  8,  1982 

3.  Should  any  increase  in  stack  height  be  required  it  would  be  within  the 
limits  provided  by  the  Planning  Code. 

C.    Noise  and  Vibration* 

There  are  three  potential  sources  of  noise  associated  with  the  Health  and 
Recreation  Center  and  the  Cogeneration  System:  noise  generated  by  activity 
at  the  Recreation  Center  (including  traffic-generated  noise),  noise  genera- 
ted by  the  Cogeneration  System  and  temporary  noise  generated  during  demoli- 
tion and  construction  phases  of  the  projects. 

Health  and  Recreation  Center 

Noise  which  would  be  generated  inside  of  the  Recreation  Center  by  intramural 
sports  activities  would  not  be  audible  in  the  adjacent  neighborhood  because 
of  the  intrinsic  insulation  of  the  building  and  the  attenuation  of  noise  over 
the  distance  to  the  nearest  homes.  Noise  from  activity  on  the  soccer  field 
would  be  at  about  the  same  level  as  noise  generated  by  similar  activities 
at  present.  Noise  levels  along  streets  (Parker  Ave.  and  Turk  St.)  serving 
the  Recreation  Center  would  not  be  measurably  increased  by  vehicles  arriving 
at  or  leaving  the  proposed  project.  Traffic  volumes  would  have  to  double 
during  a  given  interval  of  time  to  raise  the  noise  levels  3  dBA,  and  cause 
a  perceptible  change. 2    As  the  increase  in  traffic  volumes  for  the  Recrea- 
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tion  Center  would  be  negligible  (see  Section  D,  p.  72)  no  transportation 
noise  impacts  associated  with  the  Recreation  Center  would  occur. 

Cogeneration  System 

The  Cogeneration  System  would  be  located  beneath  Gleeson  Library  in  the 
existing  Steam  Plant  (see  Figure  8,  p.  24),  about  140  ft.  from  the  nearest 
residences  across  Golden  Gate  Ave.  The  daytime  ambient  noise  level  (Lgg) 
in  the  nearest  residential  area  is  44-47  dBA  and  the  minimum  ambient 
noise  level  drops  to  38  to  46  dBA  during  the  night,  depending  on  wind 
and  traffic  conditions  (for  existing  background  noise  levels,  see  Table  2, 
p.  39).  The  minimum  noise  level  occurs  about  3-4  AM  and  is  at  the  high- 
er end  of  the  nighttime  range  when  there  is  wind,  as  typically  occurs 
in  the  summer. 

There  are  three  criteria  against  which  noise  generated  by  this  system  may 
be  assessed:  noise  emission  limits  contained  in  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordi- 
nance No.  274-72;  community  response  to  potential  increases  in  noise 
levels  above  background  levels;  and  finally,  activity  interference  criteria 
such  as  the  potential   for  speech  or  sleep  disturbance  inside  residences. 

The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  requires  that  noise  levels  not  exceed 
55  dBA  outside  of  the  nearest  home  during  daytime  hours  (8:00  AM  -  5:00  PM) 
or  50  dBA  during  nightime  hours  (10:00  PM  to  7:00  AM). 

Studies  have  shown  that  community  response  is  directly  related  to  the  amount 
by  which  the  new  noise  sources  exceed  typical  existing  levels  in  an  area. 
The  International  Standards  Organization  reviewed  the  research  on  this  sub- 
ject and  developed  the  following  conclusions  regarding  community  response: 
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differences  of  5  dBA  or  less  are  of  marginal  significance.  Complaints, 
however,  may  certainly  be  expected  if  the  difference  reaches  10  dBA  or  more. 
Activity  interference  criteria  are  based  on  studies  that  attempt  to  deter- 
mine which   noise  levels   will    interfere  with   various   activities.     For  a 
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worst  case  analysis  of  a  facility  that  operates  more  or  less  continuously 
over  a  24-hour  period,  the  most  stringent  of  these  criteria  is  the  potent- 
ial for  sleep  interference.  The  United  States  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  has  suggested  that  to  protect  against  sleep  disturbance  for  the 
great  majority  of  the  population,  noise  levels  in  bedrooms  should  not  ex- 
ceed 32  dBA.  Allowing  for  the  reduction  of  noise  between  outdoors  and  in- 
doors, this  equates  to  a  level  of  47  dBA  outside,  assuming  that  the  windows 
in  the  bedrooms   are  open   and  that  the  bedrooms   face  the  noise  source. 

Two  of  the  existing  boilers  in  the  Gleeson  Library  basement  would  be  re- 

#  placed  with  a  1,500  kW  engine  generator.  The  exhaust  from  this  unit  would 
pass  through  a  heat  recovery  boiler,  then  into  a  hospital-grade  muffler  and 
out  through  the  existing  exhaust  stack  on  the  Gleeson  Library  Building.  A 
fan  and  radiator  would  be  located  on  the  roof  of  Gleeson  Library  to  func- 
tion similarly  to  an  automobile  radiator  and  vent  excess  engine  heat.  Pre- 
liminary analysis  indicates  that  periods  of  maximum  demand  would  typically 
be  during  the  morning  hours.  However,  because  it  is  possible  that  the 
system  would  run  at  night,  a  worst  case  analysis  has  been  performed  assum- 
ing operation  of  both  the  engine  generator  and  the  radiator  at  nighttime. 

#  When  the  sound  level  inside  the  boiler  room  was  73  dBA,  the  sound  level 
outside  the  door  to  the  boiler  room  was  65  dBA,^a  the  level  directly  in 
front  of  the  louvers  in  the  boiler  room  wall  facing  the  homes  opposite  the 
boiler  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue  was  50  dBA,  the  level  outside  of  the  homes 
across  the  street  was  44  dBA,  and  the  level  inside  Gleeson  Library  direct- 
ly above  the  boilers  was  40  dBA.  For  comparative  purposes,  the  sound  level 
of  cars  passing  the  homes  across  the  street  was  60  to  70  dBA. 

The  generator  would  be  surrounded  by  a  noise  reducing  enclosure  (or  shell) 
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which  would  reduce  sound  levels  generated  within  the  boiler  room  to  the 
@   present  level  of  about  75  dBA.^b     Noise  emanating  from  the  boiler  room  would 
#   be  inaudible  in  nearby  residences  both  during  daytime  and  nighttime  hours. ^c 

9  Noise   generated   by   exhaust   of   the  diesel    engine  generator  through  the 
existing  stack  on  top  of  Gleeson  Library  could  exceed  ambient  levels  by  up 
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to  7  dBA  at  3:00  AM  on  calm  nights  if  the  Cogeneration  System  were  running 
at  maximum  level;  however,  the  unit  would  not  be  run  at  maximum  level  at 
3  AM  since  most  buildings  would  neither  be  occupied  nor  heated. 

Present  daytime  indoor  background  sound  levels  at  the  homes  across  from 
Gleeson  Library  are  about  30  to  35  dBA  with  windows  closed,  35  to  40  dBA 
with  windows  open,  and  45  to  55  dBA  with  windows  open  facing  Golden  Gate 
Avenue,  when  cars  drive  by.  At  30  dBA,  indoors,  with  the  windows  shut,  the 
indoor  sound  level  would  be  dominated  by  the  sounds  of  refrigerators, 
electric  clocks,  etc. 

Noise  would  be  generated  by  the  engine  generator,  the  heating  boilers, 
the  exhaust  stack  and  the  radiator.  The  maximum  cumulative,  unmitigated 
night  noise  level  outside  the  buildings  across  the  street  would  be  63  dBA. 
Use  of  a  two-speed  fan  operated  at  the  lower,  quieter  speed  at  night,  a 
noise  insulating  enclosure  around  the  radiator  unit,  and  other  design  noise 
mitigation  measures  would  reduce  the  noise  level  outside  the  nearest  homes 
to  *35  dBA  and  the  level  inside  to  30  dBA. 3  30  dBA  is  within  the  range  of 
the  existing  ambient  noise  level  at  night,  so  the  proposed  project  would 
not  change  current  conditions  in  the  area.  A  sound  level  of  30  dBA  is  the 
typical  noise  level  in  an  unoccupied  auditorium  with  just  the  air-condi- 
tioning system  running.  A  summary  of  current  noise  levels  at  residences 
near  the  Gleeson  Library  boiler  plant  and  projected  levels  with  the  cogen- 
eration plant  is  given  in  Table  3A,  p.  67-A. 

Construction  Noise  Impacts 

Noise  levels  would  be  temporarily  elevated   in  adjacent  residential  areas 


67 


IV.    Environmental  Impacts 


Table  3A.    Noise  Levels  at  Nearest  Homes  With  and  Without 
the  Cogeneration  Plant  (dBA) 


Location 


Present  Noise  Level 


Daytime  Night^ 
With  Without 
Boiler  Boiler 


Noise  Level  With 
Cogeneration  PI  anti- 


Day 


Night 


Outside,  car  60-70 
driving  by 

Outside  44-47 

Inside,  50-60 
windows  open, 
car  driving  by 

Inside, 

windows  open  35-40 
Inside, 

windows  closed  30-3  5 


463 
45-55 


30-35 
25-30 


60-70 
47 

50-60 


40 


35 


46 

45-55 


30-35 


25-30 


1.  Assumes  use  of  a  two  speed  fan  running  at  the  slower,  quieter  speed  at 
night. 

2.  Minimum  ambient  noise  levels  found  at  3-5  AM  on  24-hour  recordings. 

3.  On  quieter  streets,  further  from  USF,  on  quiet  nights,  the  minimum 
noise  level  may  be  as  low  as  38  dBA.    No  cogeneration  system  noise  could  be 
heard  at  this  distance. 

Source:    Charles  M.  Salter  Associates,  Robert  E.  Fishman,  P.E.,  and  Bendix 
Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
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during  the  approximately  18-month  construction  period.  Because  construction 
noise  is  temporary,  standards  adopted  to  control  construction  noise  emission 
tend  to  be  less  restrictive  than  those  controlling  permanent  noise  sources. 
In  general,  standards  are  designed  to  protect  against  significant  activity 
interferences,  such  as  sleep  disturbance  and  speech  interference. 

Any  project  undertaken  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco  must  conform  to  the  San 
Francisco  Noise  Ordinance,  which  prohibits  all  powered  construction  equip- 
ment, except  impact  tools,  from  generating  noise  in  excess  of  80  dBA  measur- 
ed at  a  distance  of  100  ft.  Impact  tools  and  equipment,  including  pavement 
breakers,  jackhammers  and  pile  drivers  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust 
muffled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  The  ordinance 
further  requires  a  special  permit  for  construction  after  8:00  PM  and  before 
7:00  AM. 

Construction  of  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  would  involve  five  phases. 
The  first  phase  would  be  the  demolition  of  the  existing  Loyola  Hall  and  the 
partial  demolition  of  the  existing  Loyola  Gym.  It  is  anticipated  that  this 
demolition  would  occur  over  a  two  week  period.  During  this  period  the 
major  noise  generating  equipment  would  be  jackhammers,  front  end  loaders, 
trucks  and  a  backhoe-mounted  ram.  The  jackhammers,  trucks  and  loaders  all 
generate  maximum  noise  levels  of  80  to  85  dBA  measured  at  a  distance  of  50 
ft.  The  backhoe-mounted  ram,  which  would  be  used  intermittently  during  the 
first  two-week  period  to  demolish  building  floor  slabs,  generates  noise 
levels  of  about  100  dBA  at  50  ft.  The  nearest  homes  to  the  demolition 
activity  are  located  opposite  the  site  along  Stanyan  St.,  the  closest  of 
which  is  about  80  ft.  from  the  proposed  project.  Maximum  noise  levels 
inside  these  homes  with  the  windows  closed  would  range  from  59  to  61  dBA 
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when  the  jackhammers,  trucks  and  loaders  are  operating.  Noise  levels  gen- 
erated by  the  backhoe-mounted  ram  would  reach  about  76  dBA  in  the  nearest 
homes  with  the  windows  closed,  which  would  be  high  enough  to  disrupt  indoor 
activities.  There  is  also  a  potential  for  occasional  speech  disturbance 
during  the  use  of  the  jackhammers,  trucks  and  loaders. 

Excavation,  the  next  construction  phase,  would  require  about  eight  weeks  and 
would  entail  the  use  of  scrapers,  bulldozers,  a  crane,  front  end  loaders  and 
trucks.  As  this  activity  would  take  place  over  the  entire  construction  site, 
residences  along  Stanyan  and  Turk  Sts.  and  Parker  Ave.  would  all  be  exposed 
to  this  noise  for  varying  amounts  of  time.  The  nearest  residences  would  be 
those  on  Stanyan  and  Turk  Sts.,  located  between  80  and  300  ft.  from  this 
activity.  Parker  Ave.  residences  would  be  located  over  300  ft.  from  this 
activity.  Maximum  noise  levels  inside  the  nearest  homes,  with  the  windows 
closed,  would  range  from  57  to  60  dBA  during  this  phase.  There  would  be  an 
occasional  potential  for  some  speech  interference  indoors. 

Foundation  construction  would  take  approximately  five  weeks.  During  this 
time,  the  major  noise  source  would  be  from  concrete  pumping  trucks.  These 
trucks  would  most  likely  be  positioned  in  the  interior  of  the  site,  either 
on  the  parking  lot  or  on  the  soccer  field,  where  the  concrete  would  be 
pumped  to  the  foundations.  Nearby  residences  on  Stanyan  St.,  across  from 
the  site,  and  along  McAllister,  adjacent  to  the  sites,  would  be  exposed  to 
this  noise.  Maximum  noise  levels  inside  these  homes  would  reach  about  55 
dBA,  eight  dBA  above  the  daytime  ambient  levels. 

The  concrete  structures  would  then  be  erected;  this  phase  of  construction 
would  last  for  nine  to  ten  months.  During  this  time,  major  noise  sources 
would  be  concrete  pumping  trucks,  air  compressors  and  cranes.    Noise  gener- 
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ated  by  the  concrete  pumping  trucks  could  reach  63  dBA  inside  nearby  resi- 
dences located  on  Stanyan  St.  The  sound  of  cranes  could  reach  55  dBA  in- 
side these  homes,  and  noise  generated  by  air  compressors  could  reach  50 
dBA.  During  this  phase  of  construction  there  would  also  be  a  potential  for 
some  speech  interference  inside  the  nearest  homes.  This  equipment  would  be 
used  sporadically  during  this  construction  phase. 

The  final  construction  phase  would  be  the  metalwork  and  finishing  phase, 
which  would  take  place  primarily  indoors  and  last  about  six  months.  The 
majority  of  this  activity  would  be  inaudible  inside  the  nearest  homes,  with 
the  possible  exception  of  impact  wrenches  used  to  bolt  metal  pieces  toge- 
ther. This  activity  would  generate  noise  levels  of  about  65  dBA  for  short 
and  sporadic  moments  in  the  nearest  homes  on  Stanyan  St. 

Installation  of  the  Cogeneration  System  would  require  a  one  year  construc- 
tion period.  The  initial  four-month  phase  would  include:  cutting  and 
removal  of  a  wall  panel  from  the  Gleeson  Library  basement  site,  removal  of 

•  four  steam  boilers  and  associated  piping,  pouring  a  new  foundation  slab  on 
the  basement  floor  and  installing  the  Cogeneration  machinery.  Impact  tools 
and  jackhammers  would  be  used  to  remove  the  wall   panel    from  the  Gleeson 

©  Library  basement  and  to  remove  the  four  gas-fired  boilers.  The  nearest 
private  residences  to  the  site,  located  about  140  ft.  away,  across  Golden 
Gate  Ave.,  may  experience  occasional  speech  disturbance  during  the  use  of 
jackhammers  and  trucks.  Periodic  disturbance  to  students  using  the  Library 
and  Library    staff    would    occur    during    the    initial    construction  phase. 

After  this  approximately  four  month  period,  the  basement  wall  would  be  re- 
placed and  the  rest  of  the  construction  would  be  conducted  within  the 
soundproofed  shell  of  the  Steam  Plant  and  would  not  be  expected  to  disturb 
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residents  inside  the  nearest  homes  on  Golden  Gate  Ave. 

Construction  activities  relating  to  the  Cogeneration  System  but  occuring  in 
other  areas  of  the  University  would  include:  replacement  of  old  electrical 
transformers  adjacent  to  the  Steam  Plant  and  installation  of  new  steam 
piping  to  the  Health  and  Recreational  Center.  These  activities  would  occur 
over  the  last  four  months  of  construction  and  would  occur  primarily  under- 
ground and  thus  would  not  generate  excessive  amounts  of  noise. 

Cumulative  Noise  Impacts 

The  two  USF  projects,  the  Recreation  Center  and  the  Cogeneration  facility, 
would  be  located  approximately  1,000  feet  from  each  other  and  over  1,000 
feet  from  the  St.  Mary's  Medical  Office  Building  project,  the  closest  of 
the  other  projects  in  the  Greater  Haight  study  area  to  these  projects. 
There  would  be  no  perceptible  cumulative  noise  impacts  associated  with  the 
traffic  generated  by  these  projects  or  by  the  operational  noise  generated 
after  completion  of  the  projects.  Each  project  is  far  enough  removed  from 
the  others  so  that  a  residence  located  within  the  audible  range  of  one  pro- 
ject would    not    be    exposed    to   cumulative    noise    from    another   project. ^ 

There  is  the  potential  for  either  slightly  higher  noise  levels  during 
construction  or  an  increased  amount  of  time  persons  might  be  exposed  to 
construction  noise  for  residents  located  between  any  two  of  the  three  pro- 
jects. Construction  noise  associated  with  the  projects  would  cumulate  if 
any  two  of  the  three  projects  went  forward  at  the  same  time.  Because  of 
the  dense  development  in  this  area,  persons  exposed  to  high  construction 
noise  levels  of  one  project  would  experience  noise  levels  associated  with 
the  other  project  that  would,  at  most,  be  just  detectable  above  the  back- 
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ground  sound  levels  in  the  area.  Persons  located  halfway  between  these 
projects  would  be  exposed  to  relatively  low  noise  levels  from  either  project. 


Vibration  Impacts 


The  Cogeneration  System  engine  would  be  placed  on  a  thickened  concrete  slab 
in  order  to  absorb  vibration.  Rubberized  mounts  would  be  used  underneath 
the  machinery  to  further  dampen  vibration.  Vibration  from  the  operation  of 
the  Cogeneration  System  is  not  expected  to  disturb  users  of  the  library 
directly  above  or  occupants  of  the  nearest  homes,  150  ft.  away. 


NOTES  -  Noise  and  Vibration 

1.  Noise  analysis  by  Charles  M.  Salter  Associates,  San  Francisco.  Report 
on  file  with  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Re- 
view, 450  McAllister  St.,  San  Francisco,  CA,  94102. 

2.  Charles  M.  Salter,  Charles  M.  Salter  Associates,  tel ephone  conversation, 
of  August  4,  1984. 

2a.  Richard  Illingworth,  telephone  conversation  of  31  May  1985. 

2b.  The  sound  level  in  the  boiler  room,  with  two  out  of  four  boilers  oper- 
ating, is  73  dBA.  With  all  four  boilers  operating,  the  level  would  be 
expected  to  be  2-3  dBA  higher,  or  75-76  dBA.  This  difference  would  not 
be  audible. 

2c.  There  can  be  a  sizeable  variation  in  the  noise  produced  by  different 
engines  of  the  same  size.  The  noise  and  vibration  estimates  in  the 
DEIR  are  worst  case  estimates  based  on  information  developed  by  Dr.  Lay- 
mon  Miller  of  Bolt  Beranik  and  Newman,  Inc.,  Cambridge,  Massachusetts. 
Dr.  Miller  measured  equipment  under  a  variety  of  conditions  and  devel- 
oped a  technique  that  predicts  levels  as  high  or  higher  than  the  sound 
level  generated  by  95%  of  the  pieces  of  equipment  that  he  measured. 
Therefore,  95%  of  engines  of  appropriate  size  for  this  project  would  be 
expected  to  generate  sound  levels  lower  than  those  stated  in  this  EIR. 
The  relevant  portion  of  this  report  is  available  for  public  review  in  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review  case  file. 

3.  Robert  Fishman,  FMC  Associates,  Consulting  Engineers,  telephone  conver- 
sation of  March  5,  1985. 

4.  Richard  Illingworth,  Charles  M.  Salter  Associates,  telephone  conversa- 
tion of  February  27,  1985. 
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D.    Transportation,  Circulation  and  Parking! 

The  transportation  impacts  discussed  below  are  associated  primarily  with  the 
Health  and  Recreation  Center.  The  Cogeneration  System  would  contribute  to 
traffic  impacts  during  its  construction  period  but  not  after  its  completion. 

Construction  Traffic 

Construction  vehicles,  either  hauling  debris  from  the  Health  and  Recreation 
Center  Site  or  delivering  materials  to  it  would  increase  traffic  on  local 
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streets  during  the  18-month  construction  period.  During  the  first  three 
months,  demolition  and  excavation  would  require  an  average  of  about  six 
truck  stops  per  day  (12  trip  ends).  The  subsequent  foundation  pouring  and 
wall  erection  phase  would  last  approximately  nine  months  and  require  about 
six  concrete  trucks  per  day  initially  (12  trip  ends)  and  taper  to  two  truck 
stops  daily  (four  trip  ends)  by  the  end  of  the  period.  The  remaining  six 
month  finishing  period  would  require  an  average  of  three  delivery  truck 
stops  per  day  (six  trip  ends)  at  the  site. 2 

With  approximately  150  person-years  of  construction  labor  required-^  for  the 
Recreation  Center  project,  and  if  all  construction  employees  drive  with 
little  ridesharing  and  similar  work  shifts,  about  80  vehicle  trips  would 
be  generated  during  the  employees'  evening  commute  period. 4  Construction 
workers  would   park  their   commute  vehicles  on   site  during  construction. 

Approximately  23  person-years-^  of  construction  labor  would  be  required  for 
the  Cogeneration  System,  resulting  in  an  increase  of  about  20  commute 
period  vehicles.  Most  of  the  construction  traffic  created  by  the  one-year 
installation  of  the  the  Cogeneration  System  would  occur  during  the  first 
four  months,  when  four  steam  boilers  would  be  removed  from  the  Gleeson 
Library  basement.  During  this  time  an  average  of  two  truck  stops  per  day 
(four  trip  ends)  would  occur  along  Golden  Gate  Ave.  A  portion  (approximate- 
ly 10  vehicle  spaces)  of  the  parking  lot  adjacent  to  Gleeson  Library  would 
be  occupied  by  construction  vehicles  as  a  staging  area  during  the  installa- 
tion period. 

Cumulative  Construction  Traffic 

A  worst  case  situation  for  cumulative  construction  traffic   impacts  would 


73 


IV.    Environmental  Impacts 


exist  if  the  USF  projects  were  constructed  at  the  same  time  as  the  proposed 
St.  Mary's  Medical  Office  Building.  Construction  workers  would  be  at  the 
sites  when  truck  trips  for  the  various  operations  would  be  made,  so  very  few 
of  the  operations  trips  would  overlap  with  commute  trips  of  the  construction 
workers.  The  construction  industry  usually  operates  on  an  earlier  daily 
schedule  than  other  businesses  (7  AM  to  4  PM) ,  with  their  AM  and  PM  commute 
periods  occuring  earlier  than  the  systemwide  peaks. 

If  construction  of  the  St.  Mary's  Medical  Office  Building  and  the  USF  pro- 
jects coincided,  traffic  effects  would  be  more  concentrated.  If  all  three 
projects  were  in  the  phase  of  construction  that  would  generate  the  greatest 
volume  of  truck  trips  at  the  same  time,  a  total  of  112  per  day  would  visit 
this  vicinity.  Shrader  Street  may  be  too  steep  along  the  Medical  Office 
Building  frontage  to  use  it  consistently  for  truck  trips  to  the  Medical 
Office  Building  site.  This  would  place  more  trips  on  Fulton  and  Stanyan 
Streets,  two  streets  offering  major  access  to  the  USF  projects.  Such  cum- 
ulative construction  traffic  would  probably  exacerbate  the  already  congested 
condition  of  the  Ful  ton/Stanyan  intersection.  However,  Turk  St.  and  Geary 
Blvd.  to  Stanyan  Street  are  two  logical  alternative  routes  to  USF.  Nearby 
construction  is  a  factor  taken  into  account  by  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  when    routes    for    construction    operations    traffic    are  developed. 

Trip  Generation 

Trips  presently  generated  by  Loyola  Hall  would  be  relocated  to  other  parts 
of  the  USF  campus  by  the  relocation  of  Loyola  Hall's  activities,  so  there 
would  be  no  net  reduction  of  trip-ends  in  the  area  surrounding  the  USF  cam- 
pus resulting  from  the  building's  demolition. 
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Five  groups  of  people  would  be  expected  to  use  the  proposed  Health  and 
Recreation  Facility:  USF  students,  faculty,  staff,  alumni  and  residents  of 
the  community  surrounding  the  University.  Most  of  the  student,  faculty  and 
staff  daily  trips  to  the  Recreation  Center  would  be  internally  generated 
and  would  not  represent  new  trip  ends.  That  is,  each  person's  classes  or 
job  would  be  the  external  generator  of  the  trip  to  USF  and  not  the  Recrea- 
tion Center  itself.  Therefore,  new  trips  generated  as  a  result  of  the  Rec- 
reation Center  project  would  be  those  of  alumni  and  community  residents, 
(plus  those  of  any  students  that  would  travel  to  USF  only  to  use  the  pro- 
posed facility). 

To  estimate  the  approximate  the  number  of  new  alumni  and  community  resident 
trips,  data  were  assembled  on  the  use  of  the  existing  USF  recreational 
facilities,  and  a  study  of  a  similar  facility  (the  Almaden  Athletic  Facility 
in  San  Jose)  was  examined. 5  The  survey  of  existing  USF  recreational  facili- 
ties showed  that  approximately  99%  of  the  users  are  students,  and  the  re- 
maining 1%  are  faculty,  staff  and  alumni. 6  Less  than  ten  USF  alumni  cur- 
rently use  the  University's  recreational  facilities. 6  For  the  proposed 
Recreation  Center,  USF  expects  to  retain  the  proportion  of  student,  faculty 
and  staff  users  at  approximately  95%  of  the  total  number  of  users,  with  the 
alumni  and  community  residents  comprising  a  maximum  of  5%. 

The  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center  would  generate  about  4,000  weekday 
trips,  2,500  Saturday  trips  and  3,200  Sunday  trips.5  When  these  trips  are 
distributed  among  the  user  groups  according  ot  the  expected  ratios,  new 
trips  generated  by  alumni  and  community  residents  would  be  approximately 
200  persons  on  weekdays,  125  people  on  Saturdays  and  160  on  Sundays. 
Alumni  and  community  residents  would  most  likely  use  the  proposed  facility 
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during  early  morning  and  evening  hours  on  weekdays  and  at  various  times  on 
weekends. 5  USF  has  stated  that  it  may  restrict  the  times  alumni  and  commu- 
nity residents  are  allowed  to  use  the  Recreation  Center  to  weekdays  during 
the  periods  of  6-9  AM  and  5-9  PM  (assuming  the  new  facility  would  be  open 
at  these  hours).  Assuming  these  restrictions,  the  peak  hour  of  use  on 
weekdays  for  alumni  and  community  residents  would  be  between  6  and  7  PM.6 
During  this  period,  about  24%,  or  47  of  the  daily  alumni  and  community 
resident  trips  would  occur. 

Mode  Split 

The  mode  split  for  alumni  and  community  resident  users  of  the  proposed  Rec- 
reation Center  was  estimated  based  on  the  mode  split  of  UCSF  campus  vis- 
itors.7 UCSF,  like  USF,  is  an  educational  institution  located  in  the 
Greater  Ha ight-Ashbury  area,  and  has  similar  traffic  access,  transit  service 
and  availability  of  off-street  and  on-street  parking.  The  following  mode 
split  has  been  used  for  the  analysis  in  this  report:  72%  auto  (including 
carpools  and  taxis),  22%  MUNI  and  6%  walk. 

Traffic  Impacts 

The  project  would  add  about  144  new  weekday  vehicle-trips  to  the  streets  sur- 
rounding USF.  Approximately  34  of  these  vehicle-trips  would  occur  during 
the  peak  use  hour  of  6-7  PM.  The  entrance  to  the  proposed  project's  park- 
ing lot  would  be  located  on  the  south  side  of  Turk  St.  just  west  of  Parker 
Ave.  The  number  of  new  vehicle-trips  generated  by  the  proposed  Recreation 
Center  would  be  greatest  at  the  Stanyan  St. /Turk  St.  and  the  Parker  Ave./ 
Turk  St.  intersections  between  6  and  7  PM  weekday  evenings,  however  traffic 
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volume  on  these  streets  at  this  time  would  be  lower  than  during  the  peak 
hour. 

During  the  PM  peak  hour  (4:30-5:30  PM),  when  the  streets  are  most  heavily 
used,  the  proposed  project  would  generate  about  30  new  vehicle-trips.  The 
vol ume-to-capaci  ty°  ratio  at  Stanyan  and  Turk  Sts.  would  increase  by  about 
three  percent  with  the  project;  this  intersection  would  remain  at  level  of 
service  B.9  The  volume-to-capacity  ratio  at  Parker  Ave.  and  Turk  St.  would 
not  change  during  the  peak  hour  period  and  would  remain  at  level  of  service 
A.  For  the  AM  peak  hour  (8-9),  about  12  new  vehicle-trips  would  be  genera- 
ted by  the  project,  and  would  have  undetectable  impacts  on  the  two  intersec- 
tions mentioned  above. 

Parking  Impacts 

#  The  proposed  Recreation  Center  would  provide  a  single  177-space  on-site  sur- 
face parking  lot  to  replace  the  three  existing  on-site  lots,  which  contain 
184  spaces.  The  proposed  lot  would  result  in  a  seven  space  reduction  in  on- 
site  parking.  In  anticipation  of  this  deficit,  other  main  campus  lots  at  USF 
have  already  been  restriped  to  create  nine  new  spaces. 10  These  nine  spaces 
would  permanently  provide  two  more  spaces  than  would  be  lost  due  to  the 
project.  Alumni  and  community  resident  users  of  the  proposed  Recreation 
Center  would  generate  a  maximum  new  parking  demand  for  about  34  vehicles 
between  6  and  7  PM  on  weekdays.  Currently,  vehicle  occupancy  at  the  three 
lots  drops  to  less  than  30%  after  6  PM  on  weekdays.11  Assuming  this  trend 
continues,  there  would  be  adequate  space  available  to  accommodate  the 
projected  increase  in  weekday  PM  peak  demand.    During  daytime  hours,  no  new 
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parking  demand  would  be  generated  by  the  proposed  project,  assuming  that 
alumni  and  neighborhood  use  is  restricted  as  expected.  Approximately  105 
parking  spaces  would  be  unavailable  during  the  18  months  of  construction. 
Some  temporary  replacement  parking  would  be  made  available  on  the  soccer 
field  (at  least  40  spaces). 1  Vehicles  displaced  by  construction,  which 
could  not  park  on  the  soccer  field,  would  be  parked  elsewhere  on  campus 
or  on  streets  near  the  campus. 

Transit  Impacts 

The  proposed  Recreation  Center  would  generate  approximately  44  new  MUNI 
trips  on  weekdays.  About  10  of  these  trips  would  occur  between  5  and  6  PM, 
the  peak  hour  of  new  public  transit  use  by  people  visiting  the  proposed 
project.  Because  MUNI  trips  would  be  divided  among  lines  5,  31  and  43,  all 
of  which  serve  the  University,  no  one  line  would  receive  all  10  of  the 
trips,  thus  none  of  the  lines  would  be  measurably  affected  by  new  transit 
riders  from  the  Recreation  Center. 

Pedestrian  Impacts 

Approximately  900  people  currently  visit  Loyola  Hall  and/or  Gym  each  day 
during  the  academic  year,  generating  about  1,800  trips  per  day.  These  trips 
are  distributed  to  and  from  both  the  main  USF  campus  and  the  Lone  Mountain 
campus,  with  the  majority  of  students  coming  from  or  going  to  the  main  campus 
across  Parker  Ave.  between  Golden  Gate  Ave.  and  McAllister  St.  No  pedestrian 
flow  problems  currently  exist  at  the  above  intersection  or  along  the  side- 
walks surrounding  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  project  site.  San  Fran- 
cisco Police  Department  has  recorded  four  auto  accidents  during  the  past 
year  on  Parker  Ave.  between  the  main  campus  and  Loyola  site,^  however, 
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none  of  those  accidents  involved  pedestrians. 

New  pedestrian  trips  from  off  campus  generated  by  alumni  and  community 
residents  would  amount  to  approximately  24  new  daily  trips  and  would  not 
have  a  measurable  impact  upon  existing  pedestrian  flows.    New  student  trips 
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to  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site  from  elsewhere  on  campus  would 
increase  by  about  2200  trips/day,  and  most  of  these  would  probably  cross 
Parker  Ave.  at  mid-block,  just  south  of  Golden  Gate  Ave.  No  crossing 
signal  would  be  required  because  of  the  minimal  volume  of  vehicular  traffic 
on  Parker  Ave.13  Both  the  Parker  Ave. /Turk  St.  intersection  (500  ft.  north) 
and  the  Parker  Ave. /Fulton  St.  intersection  (300  ft.  south)  are  regulated 
by  signals. 

Cumulative  Transportation  Impacts 

The  USF  Health  and  Recreation  Center  would  generate  approximately  3%  of  the 
total  net  new  daily  vehicle  trips  in  the  Greater  Haight-Ashbury  cumulative 
study  area  and  about  8%  of  the  PM  peak  hour  trips  (5-6  PM).  Approximately 
3%  of  the  cumulative  increases  in  transit  trips  and  6%  of  the  peak  new 
transit  trips  would  be  attributable  to  the  Recreation  Center  project.  Only 
major  corridors  would  be  measurably  impacted  by  the  cumulative  development 
to  which  USF  would  contribute  in  the  aformentioned  percentages.  The  Fell/ 
Oak  St.  corridor  would  experience  an  approximate  increase  in  24-hour  two- 
way  traffic  of  4%.  Fulton  St.  west  of  Stanyan  St.  would  receive  about  a  6% 
increase  in  daily  two-way  traffic. 

NOTES  -  Transportation 

1.  Transportation  analysis  by  DKS  Associates,  Oakland,  May,  1984  under 
contract  to  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc.  A  copy  of  the  report 
and  existing  traffic  counts  are  available  for  review  at  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5tn  Floor,  San  Francisco, 
CA. 

2.  Telephone  conversation  with  Don  DesJardin  of  Amorono  Construction  Co. 
August  14,  1984. 

3.  An  estimated  $10  million  (1984  dollars)  would  be  spent  during  construc- 
tion. Labor  costs  are  projected  to  be  approximately  55%  of  the  total 
($10  million  x  .55  =  $5.5  million),  including  direct  wages,  taxes  and 
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fringe  benifits;     an  annual   cost  of  $36,000  per  construction  worker. 

4.  150  person-years  averaged  over  an  18-month  construction  period  equals  a 
maximum  100  workers  on  site  at  any  one  time.  100  workers  divided  by  a 
load  factor  of  1.2  persons  per  vehicle  equals  approximately  80  vehicles. 

5.  Cal trans,  12th  Progress  Report  on  Trip  Ends  Generation  Research,  Decem- 
ber, 1979.  The  Almaden  Facility  was  chosen  as  the  best  available 
source  of  information  applicable  to  the  proposed  project.  That  is,  a 
facility  housing  several  activities,  located  in  a  similar  geographic 
region  and  one  with  general  information  available  for  both  weekday  and 
weekend  use. 

6.  Chuck  White,  USF  Director  of  Intramural  Athletics,  telephone  conversa- 
tion, May  4,  1984. 

7.  UCSF  TSM  Management  Study:    Consultant's  Final  Report,  September,  1977. 

8.  The  ratio  of  of  volume  of  traffic  to  capacity  for  a  road;  V/C  ratios  are 
useful  to  estimate  levels  of  service  and  congestion. 

9.  Field  observations  by  BERI,  June  5,  1984.  For  Level  of  Service  defini- 
tions see  Appendix  D,  pg.  A-28. 

10.  Parking  study  by  Pfleuger  Architects,  14  March  1985.  On  file  with  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor,  94102. 
Letter  from  Richard  Luckett,  Pflueger  Architects,  to  Jon  Hussey,  Office 
of  Environmental  Review,  March  21,  1985. 

11.  DKS  Associates  field  survey,  May  9,  1984  (4-6  PM). 

11a.  Glen  Loomis,  Plant  Manager,  University  of  San  Francisco,  telephone 
conversation  of  June  12,  1985. 

12.  Barbara  Winter,  San  Francisco  Police  Department  Traffic  Statistics 
Analysis,  telephone  conversation,  December  11,  1984. 

13.  The  San  Francisco  Traffic  Code  maintains  that  to  warrant  a  signaled  pe- 
destrian crossing  there  must  be  at  least  150  pedestrian  crossings  per 
hour,  an  approach  volume  (in  one  direction)  of  600  vehicles  per  hour, 
and  the  proposed  crossing  must  be  at  least  150  ft.  distant  from  the 
nearest  regulated  intersection. 


E.    Land  Use  and  Zoning 


The  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center  would  involve  all  of  Assessor's 
Block  1144,  except  a  portion  of  the  southern  edge  of  the  block  containing 
residential  units.  The  project  would  require  demolition  of  Loyola  Hall 
(91,000  sq.   ft.)   and  partial  demolition  and  rehabilitation  of  Loyola  Gym 
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(12,400  sq.  ft.).  The  proposed  Recreation  Center  would  be  constructed  in 
the  area  vacated  by  Loyola  Hall  and  would  incorporate  the  remaining  portion 
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(about  11,000  sq.  ft.)  of  Loyola  Gym.  Administrative  offices  and  classrooms 
presently  occupying  Loyola  Hall  would  be  relocated  on  the  USF  campus.  The 
existing  soccer  field  would  be  shifted  approximately  10  ft.  to  the  west. 
Existing  spectator  stands  would  be  moved  to  the  east  side  of  the  field 
(adjacent  to  Parker  Ave.),  and  a  press  box  and  public  restrooms  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  stands. 

The  project  would  increase  the  density  of  development  on  the  site,  adding 
about  30,000  net  new  sq.  ft.  of  development,  but  would  not  alter  the  char- 
acter of  the  site.  The  relationship  of  the  site  to  the  neighborhood  as 
part  of  a  University  in  a  residential  setting  would  not  be  altered.  All 
portions  of  the  Recreation  Center  and  the  press  box  on  the  soccer  field 
would  be  within  the  limits  of  the  40-X  and  80-D  Height  and  Bulk  Districts. 
The  parking  spaces  currently  at  three  locations  on  the  Health  and  Recreation 
Center  site  would  be  consolidated  at  the  existing  parking  lot  on  Turk  St. 
O   to  provide  177  spaces.    This  would  require  60  ft.  to  be  added  to  the  south- 

#  ern  edge  of  the  existing  Turk  St.  parking  lot.  Construction  of  the  Recre- 
ation Center  and  associated  building  demolition  would  result  in  a  net  in- 
crease of  2.2%  in  building  coverage  of  the  USF  campus  (not  including  Lone 
Mountain) . 

The  proposed  Cogeneration  System  would  be  located  under  the  existing  Glee- 
son  Library,  where  the  existing  Campus  heating  system  is  located,  and  would 
not  represent  a  change  in  land  use.  Because  the  University  has  downgraded 
the  size  of  the  proposed  facility  and  would  only  be  selling  about  5%  of  the 
power  generated  by  the  system,  thus  no  longer  principally  deriving  profit 
from  the  sale  of  power,  the  Cogeneration  System  would  be  regarded  as  an 
accessory  use  under  Section  204.2  of  the  Planning  Code. 

#  The  cogeneration  site  is  in  an  RH-2  zoning  district  in  which  Planning  Code 
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Table  3B.    Land  Use  Characteristics  of  the  Project  Site. 


all  areas  in  square  feet 
(percentages  of  campus 
area  in  parentheses) 


Campus  area  not  including  Lone  Mountain 


1,192,000 


Existing  ground  coverage  of  buildings 


266,000  (22%) 


Existing  Negoesco  Soccer  Field 


130,000  (11%) 


Existing  3  Parking  lots  involved  in  project 


64,000  (5.4%) 


Recreation  Center,  gross 


1 


118,800  (10%) 


Recreation  Center,  net 


26,400  (2.2%) 


1.  Gross  area  is  the  area  of  the  new  building;  net  area  is  the  area  of 
the  new  building  minus  the  area  of  Loyola  Hall  to  be  demolished  to  give  the 
net  new  area  of  building  on  campus. 


§  204.2(c)  permits  "activity  of  a  profit-making  or  commercial  nature"  if 
it  is  "an  integral  part  of  the  permitted  principal  or  conditional  use  where 
such  activity  is  expressly  permitted  by  Sections  209.1  through  209.9  of 
this  Code."  (pages  86-87)  The  University  is  expressly  permitted  as  a  con- 
ditional use  by  Planning  Code  §  209.3 ( i ) .  Other  conditional  uses  permitted 
in  an  RH-2  District  include  other  types  of  schools,  hospitals,  privately 
owned  community  facilities,  greenhouses  with  retail  sales,  and  utility  in- 
stallations "provided  that  operating  requirements  necessitate  placement 
at  this  location." 

The  proposed  project  would  meet  the  goal  of  the  Energy  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  by  "Increas- 
ing the  efficiency  of  energy  use"  (Goal  1,  page  5)  and  would  implement 
Objective  7,    "Develop   financing   opportunities   to   implement  local  energy 
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programs.",  Policy  2,  "Encourage  private  financial  institutions  to  offer 
energy  loan  programs  responsive  to  local  market  needs." 
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F.    Visual  Quality 
New  Construction 

The  Recreation  Center  would  be  constructed  along  the  western  portion  of 
Block  1144,  parallel  to  Stanyan  St..  Recreation  Center  buildings  would 
extend  further  north  along  the  Stanyan  St.  frontage  than  Loyola  Hall  now 
does  and  would  be  an  average  of  20  ft.  lower  in  height  than  Loyola  Hall. 
The  proposed  Mul ti-Purpose  Court  Building,  Natatorium  and  Racquetball  Court 
Building  would  each  be  set  back,  at  ground  level,  from  the  Stanyan  St. 
s  idewal k. 

Trees  and  shrubs  planted  in  the  areas  created  by  the  setbacks  (which  would 
vary  in  depth  from  three  to  30  feet)  and  in  front  of  the  west-facing  gal - 
leria  would  provide  shade  and  reduce  glare  from  the  reflection  of  sunlight 
off  west  facing  glass.  Since  glass  used  for  the  Recreation  Center  would  be 
nonrefl ective  and  west  facing  panes  would  be  angled  to  face  northwest  and 
southwest  rather  than  directly  at  Stanyan  St.  glare  would  be  further  reduced. 

The  facades  of  the  Multi-Purpose  and  Racquetball  Court  buildings  would  be 
articulated  using  a  variety  of  building  material  textures,  colors  and 
configurations  that  would  create  an  exterior  rhythm  intended  by  the  project 
architect  to  be  consistent  with  the  small  scale  residential  development 
directly  across  from  the  site  on  Stanyan  St.  Although  the  Recreation 
Center  building's  facade  would  be  staggered,  the  Center  as  a  whole  would 
reflect  more  contemporary  design  differing  from  the  surrounding  older 
structures. 

Nightime  lighting  from  the  the  glassed,  enclosed  portions  of  the  proposed 
Health  and  Recreation  Center  and  from  the  existing  light  standards  on  the 

82 


IV.    Environmental  Impacts 


soccer  field  would  be  visible  off-site.  Trees  and  shrubs  along  the  galleria 
frontage  on  Stanyan  St.  would  act  to  diffuse  light  emanating  from  the  pro- 
ject, however,  glass  roofed  portions  of  the  structure  would  be  visible  at  a 
distance  when  fully  lit.  Light  standards  on  the  west  side  of  the  soccer 
field  would  be  moved  eastward  approximately  ten  feet.  Light  intensity  and 
illumination  during  evening  events  on  the  soccer  field  would  remain  at 
existing  levels. 

Vi  ews 

The  topography  of  the  area  surrounding  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center 
site  influences  many  of  the  views  the  neighboring  homes  have  of  the  City 
and  of  the  local  neighborhood.  Long  range  views  of  downtown  San  Francisco 
are  obstructed  by  higher  ground  to  the  east  of  the  site  and  would  not  be 
affected  by  the  projects.  Views  to  the  north,  west  and  south  would  not  be 
obstructed  by  the  proposed  project  because  homes  that  look  out  through 
those  view  corridors  are  generally  higher  in  elevation  than  the  buildings 
proposed  for  the  Stanyan  St.  frontage.  In  addition,  proposed  construction 
on  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site  would  replace  Loyola  Hall  and 
result  in  a  net  decrease  in  height  of  about  20  ft.  and  reduction  of  existing 
view  blockage  (see  Figure  16,  p.  84). 

Short  range  views  of  the  Ignatius  Heights  area  from  the  homes  immediately 
west  of  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site  (along  Stanyan  St.)  would  be 
dominated  by  the  proposed  Recreation  Center.  The  Multi-Purpose  Courts 
Building  would  be  lower  than  Loyola  Hall  but  would  occupy  the  open  area 
presently  covered  by  a  48-space  parking  lot  surrounded  by  a  15  ft.  high 
hedge  at  the  corner  of  Turk  and  Stanyan  Sts.    This  portion  of  the  Recreation 
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IV.    Environmental  Impacts 

Center  would  represent  a  net  increase  in  height  and  bulk  for  the  site  and 
would  dominate  short  range  views  from  homes  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of 
the  Turk  and  Stanyan  Sts.  intersection. 

Portions  of  the  proposed  Cogeneration  System  which  would  be  exterior  to 
Gleeson  Library  would  be  the  exhaust  stack  and  a  heat  radiator,  however, 
the  cogenerator  exhaust  stack  would  be  fully  contained  in  an  existing 
stack  and  would  not  constitute  a  change  in  visual  impact.  Viewed  from  a 
distance,  the  heat  radiator  unit  would  obscure  an  11  ft.  x  9  ft.  area  of 
space  underneath  an  existing  canopy  atop  the  library  roof  and  would  not  be 
likely  to  affect  views  from  the  surrounding  area. 

Cumulative  View  Impacts 

The  potential  for  cumulative  visual  impacts  would  be  from  the  north  and 
northwest  where  views  of  the  project  site  would  also  include  St.  Mary's 
proposed  medical  office  building.  From  the  Presidio's  Arguello  Gate,  both 
buildings  would  be  seen  with  St.  Mary's  proposed  11-story  North  Tower  as  a 
backdrop,  however  they  would  not  affect  views  of  the  St.  Ignatius  Church. 
From  Lincoln  Park,  over  two  miles  distant,  the  project  sites  are  hard  to 
distinguish  and  do  not  obstruct  panoramic  views  of  Lone  Mountain,  St.  Igna- 
tius, Golden  Gate  Park,  and  Mt.  Sutro. 

G.  Hazards 

Natural  gas  fuel  would  be  used  by  the  proposed  Cogeneration  System  but  not 
stored  on  site.  Based  on  the  past  25  years  of  operation,  potential  leaks 
or  fires  associated  with  either  the  use  of  natural  gas  or  storage  of  stand- 
by fuel    oil    used    for   the   boilers    would    be    expected    to   be  minimal.! 
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Safety  measures  currently  followed  at  the  main  USF  boiler  plant  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  proposed  Cogeneration  System  project.  Additional 
health  and  safety  measures  would  include  gas  detection  devices  which  would 
sense  gas  leakage,  automatically  trigger  an  alarm  and  shut  off  the  gas 
supply  to  the  Cogeneration  System  and  the  standby  boilers.  If  equipment 
malfunctioned,  fuel  supply  would  be  automatically  shut  off  and  power  output 
would  disconnect  from  the  PG&E  grid. 

Facility  operators  would  be  trained  to  handle  chlorine  and  other  chemicals 
(including  sulfuric  acid  and  sodium  hydroxide)  which  would  be  stored  for 
use  in  boiler  feedwater  and  in  swimming  pool  water  purification.  The  chem- 
icals would  be  stored  according  to  Cal-OSHA  regul ations. 2  Based  on  the 
accident-free  past  25  years  of  handling  chemicals  used  by  the  boiler  system, 
the  potential    for  chemical    accidents  would   be  expected  to  be  minimal.! 

The  proposed  Cogeneration  System  would  comply  with  applicable  requirements 
of  Cal-OSHA,  including  worker,  equipment  and  building  safety  regulations. 
The  transformer  used  to  replace  the  three  existing  ones  in  the  electrical 
system  would  not  contain  polychl orinated  bi phenyls  (PCBs),  preventing  the 
risk  of  PCB  contamination  in  the  event  of  a  transformer  failure. 

Fire  Safety 

The  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  does  not  expect  either  the  Cogeneration 
System  or  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  to  present  any  unusual  fire 
hazards.3  The  nearest  fire  stations  would  be  Station  21  on  Grove  St.,  nine 
blocks  from  the  project  site,  and  Station  12  on  Stanyan  St.,  ten  blocks 
from  the  project  site.  Fire  Department  normal  response  time  would  be 
approximately  three  minutes. 
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Fire  safety  equipment  and  procedures  at  the  proposed  Cogeneration  System 
would  comply  with  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Code.  A  failsafe,  continually 
self-checking,  automatic  fire  suppression/detection  system  would  be  instal- 
led at  the  facility.  The  system  would  detect  heat  level  changes  in  the 
facility,  automatically  shut  down  the  gas  engine,  and  discharge  a  fire 
suppressant  should  there  be  a  fire  within  the  engine  enclosure  or  else- 
where in  the  Cogeneration  System  enclosure.  A  portable  fire  extinguisher 
would  be  used  to  put  out  small  fires  before  the  automatic  system  was  trig- 
gered. No  smoking  would  be  allowed  in  the  facility  and  storage  of  combus- 
tibles (paper,  etc.)  would  be  forbidden  near  all  equipment. 

Construction  Safety 

Trenches  would  have  to  be  dug  on  campus  for  underground  pipes  and  conduits. 
Trenches  would  be  protected  by  barricades  or  handrails  and  would  be  covered 
with  steel  plates  or  bridges  at  pedestrian  crossings.  Trenching  and  exca- 
vation procedures  would  comply  with  applicable  Cal-OSHA  regulations. 

NOTES  -  Hazards 

1.  Harold  Hansen,  Plant  Engineer,   phone  conversation,   26  October  1983. 

2.  State  of   California  Occupational   Safety  and  Health  Act,  Labor  Code, 
§6300-6708;    Health  and  Safety  Code,  §18947. 

3.  Lt.  Norman  Silva,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  meeting,  September  14, 
1983. 

H.    Growth  Inducement 

The  environmental  effects  of  growth  inducement  are  indirect.  In  order  for 
a  proposed  project  to  affect  the  environment  in  this  way,  it  would  first 
have  to  cause  other  development  which  would  not  have  occurred  otherwise. 
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That  other  development  would  have  the  environmental  effects  in  question. 
Any  analysis  of  this  chain  of  events  can  only  be  very  general  because  of 
the  speculative  nature  of  the  amount  and  type  of  development  that  might  be 
i  nduced. 

The  USF  recreation  center  would  be  designed  to  be  an  intramural  facility 
with  small  audience  accomodations;  therefore,  it  is  expected  to  be  used 
only  by  students  and  faculty  of  the  college  and  by  a  small  number  of  alumni 
and  neighborhood  residents.  It  would  be  part  of  a  program  to  retain  exist- 
ing levels  of  student  enrollment,  rather  than  a  drawing  card  to  increase 
enrollment  to  higher  levels,  thus  it  would  not  serve  to  create  new  demand 
for  dormitory,  classroom,  or  other  academic  facility  construction,  nor  for 
off  campus  development. 

The  proposed  Cogeneration  System  would  be  a  replacement  facility  for  an 
aging  steam  plant  while  also  supplying  electricity  principally  for  the  Uni- 
versity's needs  and  would  not  serve  to  induce  additional  development  on  or 
off  campus. 
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CHAPTER  V.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 


In  the  course  of  planning  and  design,  measures  have  been  identified  which 
would  reduce  or  eliminate  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed 
projects.  Some  of  these  measures  have  been  or  would  be  adopted  by  the  pro- 
ject sponsor,  architect  or  contractors,  and  some  are  still  under  considera- 
tion by  project  sponsor. 

A.  Ai  r  Qual  ity 

Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

0  In  order  to  reduce  dust  and  potential  spillage  of  debris  onto  the 
streets,  the  contractors  would  be  required  to  sprinkle  the  excavation  area 
with  water  twice  daily  and  sprinkle  all  truck  loads  of  excavated  materials 
being  carried  away  from  the  site. 

°  Earthmoving  construction  activities  would  be  suspended  to  reduce  dust 
during  periods  of  high  wind. 

°  To  minimize  the  impact  of  exhaust  emissions  on  the  people  in  the  vicin- 
ity of  the  Cogeneration  System,  the  project  sponsor  would  have  the  top  of 
the  Cogeneration  System  exhaust  stack  narrowed  to  increase  emission  veloc- 
ity and  thus  the  extent  of  the  dispersion. 

B.  Noise 

Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

0  The  heat  radiator  unit  of  the  regeneration  System  would  be  encased  within 
a  noise  insulating  enclosure  that  would  reduce  noise  to  levels  at  or  below 


89 


V.    Mitigation  Measures 


the  respective  daytime  and  nighttime  ambient  levels. 

°  The  fan  in  the  heat  radiator  unit  would  be  run  at  low-speed  during  the 
night  to  reduce  noise  generated  by  the  radiator  to  a  level  below  that  which 
would  potentially  cause  sleep  disturbance  for  the  residents  of  the  homes 
nearest  the  Gleeson  Library  site. 

0  The  intake  and  outlet  of  the  System  would  be  equipped  with  silencing 
devices  to  reduce  noise  levels  measured  at  the  nearest  homes. 
°  The  regeneration  System  would  be  installed  in  a  basement,  which  would  re- 
duce noise  levels  emitted  from  the  System  to  the  environment. 
°  The  Cogeneration  System  would  be  enclosed  in  an  acoustically  treated 
shell  to  reduce  noise  to  levels  currently  existing  inside  the  Steam  Plant. 
°  Soundproofing  of  the  Steam  Plant  would  include  acoustic  tiles  or  padding 
on  the  walls  and  air  intake  and  exhaust  pipe  sound  traps  to  reduce  noise 
levels  to  50  dBA  just  outside  the  basement  walls. 

0  Insofar  as  feasible,  major  equipment  would  undergo  initial  testing  with 
all  acoustically  mitigating  auxiliary  equipment  in  place  to  reduce  noise 
impacts  during  equipment  installation  and  system  start-up. 
°  Whenever  possible,  existing  parking  lots  and  Negoesco  Soccer  Field  (rath- 
er than  the  streets  along  the  project  site)  would  be  used  as  the  location 
for  contractor's  equipment  and  would  function  as  the  project  staging  area, 
since  their  greater  distance  from  nearby  residences  would  provide  some 
noise  attenuation. 

°  The  construction  contract  would  include  a  requirement  that  the  contractor 
not  exceed  equipment  noise  limits  stated  in  the  City  Noise  Ordinance  (Article 
29,  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  1972). 

0  All  construction  would  take  place  between  8:00  AM  and  5:00  PM  and  would 
be  restricted  to  weekdays;    this  would  eliminate  construction  noise  impacts 
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on  residents  of  nearby  homes  during  the  times  that  they  would  most  likely 
be  home. 

°  A  wooden  barrier  would  be  placed  around  the  project  sites,  across  from 
homes,  to  help  muffle  construction  noise. 

O  Measure  that  Could  be  Implemented  by  Public  Agency 

#  The  Planning  Commission,  in  consultation  with  an  acoustical  engineer  could 
establish  as  a  condition  of  the  conditional  use  permit  that  a  sound  level 
survey  be  performed  under  specific  conditions  after  operation  of  the  Cogen- 
eration  System  begins  and  require  that  if  the  sound  level  proves  to  be 
above  a  specified  level,  additional  noise  mitigation  measures  would  have  to 
be  instal  led. 

C.    Transportation,  Circulation  and  Parking 
Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

°  The  general  contractor  for  the  project  would  meet  with  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  to  establish  construction  vehicle  routes  that  would  minimize 
impacts  to  residents  and  businesses  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site. 
°  Construction  workers  would  park  their  commute  vehicles  on  site  and  not 
on  surrounding  streets. 

•  °  USF  staff  would  meet  with  staff  of  MUNI  and  the  Department  of  City  Plan- 
ning to  discuss  the  entrance  to  the  parking  area  and  to  develop  a  mutually 
acceptable  parking  lot  design. 

°    To    alleviate    possible    automobile    and   pedestrian   traffic    impacts  on 
Stanyan  St.,    the   parking   lot    and    building    entrances    and  non-emergency 
exits  would  be  placed  on  the  east  side  of  the  Recreation  Center. 
°    Project    sponsor   would   install    bicycle    storage    facilities    for  those 
persons  that  would  use  bicycles  as  a  mode  of  transportation. 
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°    USF  would  continue  to  encourage  public  transit  use  by  users  of  the 
proposed  Recreation  Center  by  providing  transit  maps  and  information  in 
appropriate  locations  and  through  the  sale  of  MUNI  Fast  Passes  on  campus. 
0    USF  would  designate  preferential  carpool  spaces  in  the  project  parking 
lot  to  encourage  carpooling  as  a  means  of  commuting. 

°  The  University  would  participate  in  the  Vista  Bus  system  to  bring  stu- 
dents, faculty  and  staff  to  its  campus,  thereby  allowing  those  students, 


*    This  dot  signifies  a  deletion. 
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faculty  and  staff  that  commute  from  San  Mateo  County  the  option  of  using 
public  transit  rather  than  their  personal  automobiles. 

D.  Visual  Quality 

Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

°    The  project   site   would  be  landscaped  to  delineate  circulation  paths, 

buffer  views  of  the  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center  development  and 

to  minimize  the  institutional  appearance  of  the  project. 

°    Evergreen  landscaping  would  screen  exposed  glass  surfaces  such  as  the 

Recreation  Center  entrance  atrium  and  galleria  to  reduce  glare  from  glass 

surfaces. 

0  Insofar  as  possible,  west  facing  glass  would  be  angled  northwest  to 
reduce  glare  directly  across  Stanyan  St. 

°  Non-reflective  glass  would  be  used  for  the  Recreation  Center  atria  and 
gal  1  eria. 

0  The  Cogeneration  System  would  be  underground  in  an  existing  building, 
to  avoid  an  industrial  looking  visual  impact. 

E.  Hazards 

Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

°  No  smoking  would  be  allowed  in  the  cogeneration  facility  and  storage  of 
combustibles  (paper,  etc.)  would  be  forbidden  near  all  equipment. 
°  Cogeneration  equipment  would  be  installed  in  compliance  with  the  National 
Fire  Protection  Association  (NFPA)  recommended  "Standard  for  the  Installa- 
tion and  Use  of  Stationary  Combustion  Engines  and  Gas  Turbines,"  NFPA  37. 
°    Existing  PCB-containing  electrical  transformers  would  be  replaced  with 
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new  transformers  not  containing  PCBs. 

F.  Historic,  Architectural,  and  Cultural  Measures 
Measure  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

°  Should  evidence  of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  of  significance  be 
found  during  project  excavation,  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the 
President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  would  be  immediately 
notified.  The  project  sponsor  would  select  an  archaeologist  or  other 
expert  to  help  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  determine  the  signifi- 
cance of  the  find  and  whether  feasible  measures,  including  appropriate 
security  measures,  could  be  implemented  to  preserve  or  recover  such  arti- 
facts. The  Environmental  Review  Officer  would  then  recommend  specific 
mitigation  measures,  if  necessary,  and  recommendations  would  be  sent  to 
the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation.  Excavation  or  construction 
which  might  damage  the  discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for 
a  maximum  of  four  weeks  to  permit  inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval, 
i  f  appropriate. 

G.  Geology/Topography 

Measure  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 

°  Project  design  would  follow  and  emphasize  existing  topography  to  mini- 
mize the  amount  of  grading  required. 
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CHAPTER  VI.    SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  WHICH  CANNOT  BE 
AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


The  following  are  expected  significant  impacts  subject  to  final  determina- 
tion by  the  City  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  its  certification  process 
and  in  accordance  wi th  section  21067  of  the  Cal  i fornia  Environmental  Quality 
Act  (CEQA).  Chapter  VI  of  the  Final  EIR  will  be  revised,  if  necessary,  to 
reflect  the  Commission's  findings. 

This  chapter  identifies  significant  environmental  impacts  that  could  not  be 
eliminated  or  reduced  to  an  insignificant  level  by  mitigation  measures  in- 
cluded as  part  of  the  proposed  project,  or  other  mitigation  measures  that 
could  be  implemented,  as  described  in  Chapter  V.,  Mitigation  Measures  (pp. 
88  to  92). 

It  is  not  expected  that  the  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center  and  the 
proposed  Cogeneration  System  would  result  in  any  significant  unavoidable 
adverse  environmental  effects. 
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CHAPTER  VII.  ALTERNATIVES 


This  report  discusses  two  separate  projects  that,  for  planning  purposes, 
have  been  analyzed  in  the  same  document.  Neither  of  the  projects  is  de- 
pendent upon  the  other  and  the  two  may,  or  may  not,  be  built  at  the 
same  time.  Project  alternatives  are  discussed  in  a  similar  manner.  There 
are  three  alternatives  to  the  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  project: 
a  Health  and  Recreation  Center  Built  at  Ulrich  Field  (Alt.l),  a  Health  and 
Recreation  Center  Located  in  the  Existing  Loyola  Hall  Building  (Alt. 2),  and 
a  No-Project  Alternative  (Alt. 3).  There  are  four  alternatives  for  the 
Cogeneration  System  being  proposed:  a  9.5  mW  Cogeneration  Plant  (Alt. 4), 
Alternate  Cogeneration  Fuels  (Alt. 5),  Alternate  Energy  Sources  (Alt. 6),  and 
a  No-Project  Alternative  (Alt. 7).  Each  alternative  is  discussed  separately. 
If  any  of  the  Recreation  Center  alternatives  were  built  at  the  same  time  as 
any  of  the  Cogeneration  System  alternatives,  their  impacts  would  be  addi- 
tive. 

Alternative  1. 

Health  and  Recreation  Center  at  Ulrich  Field 

Alternative  1  proposes  the  construction  of  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center 
at  Ulrich  Field  at  the  corner  of  Golden  Gate  and  Masonic  Aves.  (see  Figure 
17,  p.  96).  Hayes-Healy  Hall  is  to  the  west  of  this  site  and  residential 
units  surround  the  site  on  the  other  three  sides.  The  Alternative  1  site 
is  on  Lot  1  of  Assessor's  Block  1145  and  is  currently  a  baseball  field 
approximately  450  ft.  x  350  ft.  (157,500  sq.  ft.).  This  was  the  original 
site  for  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  as  identified  in  the  March,  1979, 
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USF  Institutional  Master  Plan. 

In  this  alternative  a  swimming  pool  building  (57,000  sq.  ft.)  would  be 
located  in  the  southwest  corner  of  the  site.  A  sundeck  would  be  on  the 
south  side  of  the  pool.  The  remainder  of  the  Recreation  Center  (160,000 
sq.  ft.)  would  be  set  10  ft.  underground  and  would  rise  about  30  ft.  above 
ground.  The  partially  underground  facility  would  contain  a  Mul ti-Purpose 
Gym,  handball  and  squash  courts,  a  fencing,  dancing  and  gymnastics  area,  an 
exercise  room,  a  hobby  area,  a  lounge  area  and  office  space.  It  would  be 
designed  in  units  so  that  it  could  be  constructed  in  phases,  as  funding 
permits.  A  parking  lot,  galleria  and  atria  would  not  be  included  in  this 
project  because  this  Alternative  would  be  more  costly  than  the  proposed 
project. 

The  baseball  field  now  occupying  the  site  would  be  displaced  and  could  not 
be  relocated  on  any  other  available  parcel  on  University  property  and  still 
remain  regulation  size.  Loyola  Hall  and  Loyola  Gym  would  remain  in  their 
present  condition.  The  Negoesco  Soccer  Field  would  not  be  upgraded  as  in 
the  proposed  project.  The  parking  lots  at  the  Loyola  site  would  remain  in 
their  present  condition. 

Construction  impacts  would  be  different  from  those  of  the  proposed  project. 
No  building  demolition  would  occur  for  this  alternative,  but  a  greater 
amount  of  material  would  have  to  be  excavated  for  the  Recreation  Center. 
This  would  increase  construction  transportation  impacts,  but  construction 
noise  impacts  would  be  about  the  same  as  those  for  the  proposed  Recreation 
Center. 

Project-related  hazards,  air  quality  and  noise  impacts  of  Alternative  1 
would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center. 
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Visual,  land  use,  transportation  and  energy  impacts  of  the  Alternative  1 
Recreation  Center  would  be  greater  than  those  of  the  proposed  project.  The 
Recreation  Center  would  be  about  30  ft.  above  street  level,  which  would  block 
views  for  the  nearby  residents  on  Golden  Gate  and  Masonic  Aves.  This  alter- 
native would  increase  the  amount  of  traffic  on  Masonic  and  Golden  Gate  Aves. 
caused  by  persons  searching  for  on-street  parking.  Replacement  of  the  base- 
ball field  with  an  enclosed  structure  would  increase  the  density  of  develop- 
ment on  the  site  and  put  additional  pressure  on  the  University's  few  re- 
maining open  space  recreational  facilities.  Energy  impacts  would  be  greater 
as  well,  because  passive  solar  heating  would  not  be  included  in  this  altern- 
ative. This  would  result  in  greater  use  of  steam  for  space  heating  at  the 
Recreation  Center. 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  based  on  the  increased 
visual,  land  use,  transportation  and  energy  impacts  associated  with  the 
project  at  this  location. 

Alternative  2. 

Conversion  of  Loyola  Hall  Into  Health  and  Recreation  Center 

The  project  sponsor  explored  the  possibility  of  an  alternative  that  would 
involve  the  conversion  of  Loyola  Hall  to  serve  the  functions  of  the  Multi- 
purpose Courts,  the  Pool  and  Racquetball  buildings  of  the  proposed  Recrea- 
tion Center.  Construction  impacts  would  be  less  than  those  of  the  proposed 
project  as  Alternative  2  would  not  involve  complete  demolition  of  one 
building  and  erection  of  a  new  one.  Operational  impacts  associated  with 
thi  s  Alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  associated  with  the  proposed 
project. 
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The  project  sponsor  rejected  this  alternative,  however,  because  Loyola  Hall 
has  an  interior  design  that  could  not  be  used  as  a  recreation  center.  The 
building  interior  would  have  to  be  completely  gutted  and  structurally  rein- 
forced, retaining  only  the  building  skin.  The  spacing  of  the  columns,  to- 
gether with  the  floor  to  ceiling  height  is  too  constrictive  for  use  as  a 
multi-court  space  or  as  a  pool.  The  cost  of  this  Alternative  would  be  more 
than  that  for  the  proposed  project. 

Alternative  3. 

Health  and  Recreation  Center  Not  Built 

Alternative  3  describes  the  situation  that  would  occur  if  the  Recreation 
Center  were  not  built.  Loyola  Hall,  Loyola  Gym,  Negoesco  Soccer  Field  and 
the  three  parking  lots  on  the  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site 
would  remain  in  their  present  condition.  (The  feasibility  of  the  Cogen- 
eration  System  and  the  impacts  associated  with  alternative  Cogeneration 
System  sites  would  not  be  affected  by  a  decision  against  building  the 
Recreation  Center.) 

USF  would  depend  on  Memorial  Gym,  Loyola  Gym  and  Ul  rich  Field  for  its 
recreational  activities.  The  overcrowding  of  recreational  facilities  in 
Loyola  and  Memorial  Gyms  would  continue.  A  recreational  facility  would  not 
be  available  for  community  use.  USF  would  continue  to  use  City  swimming 
pools  for  physical  education  classes.  The  University  would  have  to  use 
other  campus  facilities  for  their  University  and  Alumni  Clubs.  Declining 
enrollment  at  USF  has  been  attributed,  in  part,  to  a  lack  of  recreational 
facilities  and  would  continue  if  the  proposed  Recreation  Center  were  not 
built.  Noise,  traffic,  land  use,  visual,  hazard  and  construction  impacts 
associated  with  the  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center  would  not  occur. 
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The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  it  does  not  meet 
its  objective  to  provide  the  University  with  recreational  facilities  beyond 
those  presently    available    and    to    make    use    of   the    Loyola    Hall  site. 

Alternative  4. 

9.5  mW  regeneration  Facility 

As  a  result  of  independent  energy  studies  performed  for  the  University,  the 
project  sponsor  explored  the  possibility  of  a  9.5  mW  Cogeneration  Facility 
that  would  supply  USF  with  steam,  not  only  to  meet  the  present  and  projected 
needs,  but  also  enough  to  sell  to  St.  Mary's  Hospital.  All  of  the  electrical 
power  produced  by  the  Cogeneration  Facility  would  be  sold  to  PG&E  in  accor- 
dance with  PURPA,  but  only  a  small  portion  would  be  bought  back  for  the 
University's  own  use,  thereby  allowing  the  Cogeneration  Facility  to  be  a  net 
revenue  producing  operation  for  USF.  This  alternative  could  be  located  at 
four  different  sites  as  listed  below  (see  Figure  18,  p.  101).  Construction 
impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  greater  than  those  for  the  1.8  mW 
system  proposed  for  installation  into  the  existing  steam  plant  beneath 
Gleeson  Library.  Operational  impacts  such  as  noise  and  air  quality  effects 
would  likely  be  greater  for  this  alternative.  Emission  of  pollutants  such 
as  N0X  and  sulfur  dioxides  would  be  greater  principally  because  of  the  size 
of  the  facility  and  the  possible  use  of  standby  fuel  oil  for  short  periods 
of  time.  Some  of  the  alternatives  would  be  partially  above  ground  and  would 
therefore  constitute  substantive  visual  impacts.  All  of  these  sub-altern- 
atives could  be  constructed  independently  of  the  proposed  Health  and  Recre- 
ation Center.    A  brief  description  of  each  sub-alternative  follows. 
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Alternative  4a. 

9.5  mW  regeneration  Facility  at  Cole  St.  Site 

This  alternative  proposes  construction  of  a  9.5  mW  Cogeneration  Facility 
between  the  Kendrick  Hall  Addition  and  Cole  St.,  in  Lot  1,  Assessor's  Block 

#  1190  (See  Figure  19,  p.  103).  The  actual  structure  itself  would  cover 
about  7,200  sq.  ft..  The  cogeneration  building  would  be  approximately  60 
ft.  x  120  ft.  x  26  ft.,  with  the  southeastern  third  of  the  building  stepping 
down  from  26  ft.  to  16  ft.  in  height  toward  Cole  St.  This  site  is  currently 
an  unmaintained ,  unimproved  area,  dominated  by  a  single,  steep,  southwest- 
facing  slope.    Several  native  Cypress  and  Juniper  trees  grow  on  this  slope. 

The  Cole  St.  building  would  be  built  into  the  slope  east  of  Kendrick  Hall 

#  Addition  (see  Figure  20,  p.  104).  The  exterior  of  the  structure  would  be 
textured,  colored  concrete  and  would  be  landscaped  with  trees  and  vines  to 
integrate  the  facility  with  the  site.  A  4,500  sq.  ft.  pedestrian  plaza 
would  be  created  on  top  of  the  upper  level  of  the  facility  (five  ft.  below 
Fulton  St.)  and  would  be  available  for  student  and  public  use.  An  existing 
parking  lot  bordering  the  northern  edge  of  this  alternative  site  would  re- 
main, as  would  about  11,000  sq.  ft.  of  open  space  to  the  east  of  the  site. 
An  existing  stairwell  would  provide  access  from  the  pedestrian  plaza  to  the 
lower  levels  of  the  parking  garage  under  Kendrick  Hall  to  the  west.  A  ramp 
would  connect  the  pedestrian  plaza  to  the  first  floor  of  Kendrick  Hall  Ad- 
dition. The  plaza  and  adjacent  open  area  would  both  be  landscaped.  This 
alternative  would  be  30  ft.   from  the  nearest  residences  along  Grove  St. 

Access  to  the  building  would  be  provided  by  a  service  door  on  the  eastern 
side  of  the  structure.  An  existing  service  drive  would  be  extended  to 
connect  this  entrance  to  Cole  St.    The  service  drive  would  be  used  during 
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the  day  as  a  truck  loading  space  and  at  night  as  a  parking  space  for  the 
night  operator. 

An  80  ft.  tall  exhaust  stack  (as  measured  from  the  ground  on  the  southeast 
side  of  the  Kendrick  Hall  Addition)  would  be  located  on  the  southwest  corner 
of  the  facility's  roof  and  would  rise  about  10  ft.  above  the  roof  of  the  ad- 
joining Kendrick  Hall  Addition.  Material  and  finish  of  the  exhaust  stack 
would  be  selected  to  blend  with  that  of  Kendrick  Hall  and  Kendrick  Hall  Addi- 
tion and  thus  minimize  visual  impact. 

A  cooling  tower  (24  ft.  x  22  ft.  x  13  ft.)  would  be  located  on  the  roof  of 
Kendrick  Hall.  The  tower  would  be  oriented  to  the  prevailing  winds  to 
maximize  efficiency  in  dispersing  air  emissions.  A  base  surrounding  the 
tower  would  contain  potential  spill  from  the  cooling  tower. 

Alternative  4b. 

9.5  mW  Cogeneration  Facility  at  Gleeson  Site 

In  this  Alternative,  a  Cogeneration  Facility  would  be  located  in  the  base- 
ment of  the  planned  Gleeson  Library  Addition.  This  Library  Addition  is 
different  from  the  existing  Gleeson  Library  basement  as  described  for  the 
proposed  project.  The  library  addition  site  proposed  in  the  USF  Institu- 
tional Master  Plan  Supplement,  May  1983,  would  be  on  Assessor's  Block  1145, 
north  of  Gleeson  Library.  The  site  is  bordered  by  Golden  Gate  Ave.  to  the 
®  north  and  by  Xavier  Hall  to  the  west  (see  Figures  21  and  22,  pp.  106  and 
0  107);  it  is  currently  used  for  student  and  faculty  parking.  The  potential 
library  addition  is  currently  in  early  planning  stages  and  construction 
would  not  be  anticipated  to  begin  before  early  1996.  The  Cogeneration  Faci- 
lity would  be  structurally  designed  to  support  future  construction  of  the 
library  addition  above  it. 
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Prior  to  construction  of  the  library  addition,  the  Alternatives  4b  regenera- 
tion Facility  would  have  approximate  dimensions  of  200  ft.  x  40  ft.  x  23  ft. 
Internal  volume  would  be  similar  to  Alternative  4a.  The  structure  would  be 
set  eight  ft.  below  surface  level,  extending  15  ft.  above  the  ground.  A 
cooling  tower  (24  ft.  x  22  ft.  x  13  ft.)  would  be  located  on  the  penthouse 
floor  of  the  adjoining  68  ft.  tall  Gleeson  Library  to  the  south.  The  ex- 
haust stack  would  be  located  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Gleeson  Library  and 
would  be  approximately  80  ft.  above  ground  level  and  12  ft.  taller  than 
Gleeson  Library.  The  facility  would  be  set  back  10  ft.  from  Golden  Gate 
Ave. 

The  Gleeson  Memorial  Library  Addition  would  probably  be  a  four-story  build- 
ing with  approximate  dimensions  of  200  ft.  x  40  ft.  x  60  ft.  (extending 
about  45  ft.  above  the  Cogeneration  Facility).  The  cogeneration  plant 
would  occupy  the  basement  of  this  structure.  (Should  USF  decide  to  build 
the  library  addition,  it  would  be  subject  to  independent  environmental  eva- 
luation prior  to  construction.) 

Alternative  4c. 

9.5  mW  Cogeneration  Facility  at  Fulton  Site 

This  Cogeneration  Facility  Alternative  would  be  located  on  Fulton  St.  ap- 
proximately 40  ft.  west  of  Campion  Hall,  90  ft.  east  of  St.  Ignatius  Church, 
and  10  ft.  north  of  the  USF  property  line  on  Fulton  St.,  in  Lot  1  of  Asses- 
sor's Block  1145.  The  Fulton  St.  site  is  a  level,  grassy  field  next  to  the 
east  facing  slope  of  Fulton  St.  The  southern  boundary  of  the  site  is  a  re- 
taining wall  which  drops  down  approximately  10  ft.  to  the  Fulton  St.  side- 
walk. This  alternative  site  contains  three  mature  trees;  one  Araucaria 
and  two  hoi ly  trees . 
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A  50,000  sq.  ft.  administration  building  was  proposed  for  this  site  in  the 
1979  USF  Institutional  Master  Plan;  construction  would  not  be  anticipated 
before  1990.  The  administration  building  could  be  built  above  the  cogener- 
ation  facility.  The  foundation  for  the  Cogeneration  Facility  would  be 
designed  to  support  further  construction.  The  horizontal  dimensions  of  the 
Fulton  St.  Cogeneration  Facility  building  would  be  the  same  as  for  Altern- 
ative 4a.  A  plaza  or  roof  deck  would  be  built  on  the  top  of  the  facility, 
20  ft.  above  Fulton  St.,  and  would  be  removed  at  the  time  of  administration 
building  construction,  should  it  occur.  (The  administration  building  would 
be  subject  to  independent  environmental   evaluation  prior  to  construction.) 

The  Fulton  St.  Cogeneration  Facility  would  be  set  approximately  10  ft. 
underground,  extending  10  ft.  above  ground.  The  roof  of  the  cogeneration 
building  would  be  20  ft.  above  Fulton  St.  A  13  ft.  tall  cooling  tower 
would  be  located  on  a  portion  of  the  cogeneration  building  roof.  The  com- 
bined height  of  the  cooling  tower  and  cogeneration  building  would  measure 
about  23  ft.  above  ground  level  and  28  ft.  above  Fulton  St.  If  the  pro- 
posed administration  building  were  completed,  the  cooling  tower  would  be 
moved  to  the  roof  of  the  administration  building.  The  cogeneration  build- 
ing would  then  constitute  the  basement  of  the  administration  building.  An 
exhaust  stack  would  be  on  the  east  end  of  the  facility,  approximately  50 
ft.  from  Campion  Hall.  The  exhaust  stack  height  would  be  approximately  75 
ft.  above  Fulton  St.,  extending  12  ft.  above  Campion  Hall. 

Alternative  4d . 

9.5  mW  Cogeneration  Facility  at  Loyola  Site 

This  alternative  proposes  a  9.5  mW  Cogeneration  Facility  located  under  the 
west  end  of  the  parking  lot  at  Turk  St.  and  Parker  Ave.   adjacent  to  the 

109 


VII.  Alternatives 


proposed  site  for  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center.  The  Cogeneration  Faci- 
lity would  be  completely  separate  from  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center 
buildings  and  could  be  built  independently  of  that  complex.  The  facility 
would  be  underground,  except  for  an  entrance  on  Turk  St.,  two  five  ft.  tall, 
13  ft.  diameter  ceramic  cooling  towers,  two  air  intake  stacks  (28  ft.  and  8 
ft.  tall)  and  a  40  ft.  tall  exhaust  stack.  The  cooling  towers,  intake 
stacks  and  exhaust  stack  would  be  located  in  a  row  on  the  west  edge  of  the 
parking  lot  (see  Figure  11,  p.  39).  The  proposed  Cogeneration  Facility 
would  be  a  7,200  sq.  ft.  reinforced  concrete  building  with  a  volume  of 
160,000  cu.  ft. 

This  site  was  not  identified  as  an  alternative  site  for  a  Cogeneration  Fa- 
cility in  the  May  1979  USF  Master  Plan  or  the  February  1983  Master  Plan 
Supplement.  In  order  for  USF  to  apply  for  the  Conditional  Use  Authorization 
necessary  for  construction  of  this  Alternative,  the  filing  of  an  Amendment 
to  its  Master  Plan  would  be  required. 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  a  9.5  mVJ  Cogeneration  Facility  proposal  at 
all  of  the  aforementioned  sites  principally  due  to  both  neighborhood  and 
University  concern  over  the  magnitude  of  the  Facility  and  doubts  as  to 
whether  a  Cogeneration  Facility  of  this  size  would  be  an  appropriate  use  in 
the  predominantly  residential  area.  Reasons  for  rejection  of  this  alterna- 
tive by  the  University  are:  operational  impacts  (noise  and  air  quality), 
visual  considerations,  and  construction  related  traffic  and  noise  impacts. 
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Alternative  5.    Alternate  Energy  Sources 
Alternative  5a.    Photovoltaic  Cells 

This  alternative  would  supply  electricity  to  the  USF  campus  using  photovol- 
taic cells  and  would  include  the  possible  sale  of  electricity  to  PG&E.  A 
photovoltaic  cell  converts  light  energy  to  electrical  energy.  Individual 
cells  are  grouped  in  panels  which  are  exposed  to  sunlight;  an  electric 
current  is  generated  when  sunlight  strikes  the  panels.  The  electricity 
could  be  used  immediately  or  stored  in  batteries. 

Alternative  5a.  would  require  a  minimum  of  560,000  sq.  ft.  (13  acres)  of 
photovoltaic  panels  to  meet  the  average  daily  USF  electric  demand  of  25,000 
kWh.  The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  of  space 
limitations  and  cost.  USF  does  not  have  sufficient  open  space  for  the  num- 
ber of    panels    that    would    be    needed    to    meet    USF    electricity  demand. 

Alternative  5b.  Windmills 

This  alternative  would  supply  the  electricity  needs  of  USF  by  using  wind- 
mills; excess  electricity  generated  could  be  sold  to  PG&E.  Wind  rotates 
the  blades  of  the  windmill  which  turn  an  electric  generator.  Above  a  set 
windspeed  the  blades  rotate  at  a  constant  speed  and  electricity  is  generat- 
ed. Windmills  must  be  installed  a  minimum  of  100  ft.  from  buildings  of 
similar  height  and  200  ft.  from  tall  trees  to  work  efficiently.  Open  space 
areas  on  the  USF  campus  would  have  to  be  selected  for  the  windmills. 
Initial  evaluation  indicates  that  there  are  not  enough  open  space  sites  at 
USF  to  accommodate  the  number  of  windmills  that  would  be  needed  to  meet 
USF's  electricity  demand. 
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The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  Alternative  5b.  on  the  basis  of  its  land 
requirement,  and  neighborhood   concern   over  windmills   on  the  USF  campus. 

Alternative  6.    Alternate  regeneration  Fuels 
Alternative  6a.    Liquid  Fuel 

Alternative  6a  would  be  the  same  as  the  proposed  Cogeneration  System  except 
that  a  liquid  fuel,  such  as  #2  diesel  or  fuel  oil,  would  be  burned  instead 
of  natural  gas.  Use  of  liquid  fuel  would  require  installation  of  a  subsur- 
face storage  facility.  An  access  lane  from  the  street  to  the  storage  faci- 
lity would  be  constructed  to  accommodate  tanker  trucks. 

Energy,  land  use  and  visual  impacts  of  Alternative  6a  would  be  the  same  as 
those  of  the  proposed  Cogeneration  System.  Construction,  hazards,  noise, 
traffic  and  air  quality  impacts  of  Alternative  6a  would  be  greater  than 
those  of  the  proposed  Cogeneration  System. 

Construction  impacts  would  include  a  greater  volume  of  excavation  and  longer 
site  preparation  and  construction  time  because  the  fuel  storage  facility 
would  be  larger  than  that  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  greater  hazard  risks  relate  to  larger  volumes  of  liquid  fuel  that  would 
be  stored  on  campus  at  all  times  and  the  tanker  trucks  that  would  travel 
through  the  neighborhood  routinely.  Although  diesel  fuel  is  not  as  flam- 
mable as  natural  gas,*  the  possibility  of  an  accident  occuring  during  deli- 
very and  storage  of  fuel  would  be  greater  than  with  the  Cogeneration  System 
in  which  fuel  would  be  delivered  through  a  subsurface  gas  main.  These 
monthly  tanker  truck  deliveries^  would  also  increase  traffic  and  noise  im- 
pacts in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project. 
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Alternative  6a  would  have  greater  impacts  on  air  quality  than  the  proposed 
project.  Combustion  of  liquid  fuels  would  generate  greater  amounts  of  air 
pollutants  than  burning  of  natural  gas:  about  1.1  to  1.5  times  greater  ni- 
trogen oxides  (N0X),  approximately  100  times  more  sulfer  dioxide  (SO2)  and 
over  100  time  more  particulates.^  The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  Dis- 
trict (BAAQMD)  would  require  low  sulfur  fuel  (0.1%  sulfur)  to  be  used  to 
reduce  SO2  emmissions.  Availability  of  0.1%  sulfur  fuel  is  currently  un- 
predictable. Low  sulfur  fuel  is  currently  more  expensive  than  natural 
gas.4 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  Alternative  6a  on  the  basis  of  its  air 
quality,  noise,  traffic,  hazard,   and  construction   impacts  and  its  cost. 

Alternative  6b.    Solid  Waste  Fuel 

This  alternative  would  retain  most  elements  of  the  9.5  mW  Cogeneration  Faci- 
lity (Alt.  4).  The  same  quantities  of  steam  and  electricity  would  be  pro- 
duced for  sale.  The  boiler  and  turbine  generators  would  be  retained  but 
solid  waste  fuel  (Processed  campus  garbage)  would  be  burned  rather  than 
natural  gas. 

Facilities  for  storage,  processing  (shredding  and  removing  non-combustibles) 
and  burning  of  about  100  tons/day  of  raw  garbage  would  be  constructed  in 
addition  to  the  9.5  mW  Cogeneration  Facility.  Additional  space  would  also  be 
required  to  house  pollution  control  equipment.  Space  requirements  for  this 
alternative  would  require  selection  of  a  different,  larger  project  site 
elsewhere  on  the  USF  campus.  The  four  alternative  Cogeneration  Facility 
locations  (see  Alternative  4)  would  be  the  largest  sites  on  the  USF  campus 
that  could  house  this  alternate  facility.    It  would  not  be  known,  without  a 
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detailed  engineering  study,  whether  these  sites  could  house  a  solid  waste 
fuel  regeneration  Facility. 

This  alternative  would  generate  more  short-term  construction  impacts  than 
the  proposed  regeneration  System,  due  to  the  increased  project  size  and 
longer  construction  period.  Short-term  construction  impacts  would  include 
traffic,  air  emissions  and  noise  associated   with  construction  equipment. 

Utility  impacts  of  Alternative  6b.  would  be  less  than  those  of  the  proposed 
project.  Use  of  solid  waste  as  a  fuel  would  reduce  San  Francisco's  solid 
waste  disposal  problem  and  revenue  could  be  earned  by  selling  salvaged 
glass  and  metal   (non-combustibles)  in  addition  to  steam  and  electricity. 

Energy  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  less  than  those  of  the  proposed 
regeneration  System.  This  alternative  would  use  less  natural  gas  than  the 
proposed  cogeneration  project,  as  solid  wastes  would  be  the  primary  fuel 
used . 

Land  use,  transportation,  air  quality,  hazard,  and  noise  impacts  of  altern- 
ative 6b  would  be  greater  than  those  of  the  proposed  regenerations  System. 
A  greater  amount  of  land  would  be  required  for  this  alternate  Facility. 

The  use  of  air  pollution  control  devices  would  result  in  height  and  land 
coverage  requirements  beyond  those  of  the  proposed  project;  these  control 
devices  could  be  greater  than  40  ft.  tall.  Pollution  control  technology 
would  increase  capital  costs  more  than  three- fold. 

This  alternative  facility  would  generate  a  greater  variety  of  air  pollutants 
in  larger  amounts  than  would  the  proposed  cogeneration  project.  Air  pollu- 
tants which  would  be  emitted  by  a  solid  waste-fueled  facility,  but  not  by  a 
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natural-gas  fueled  facility,  include:  non-methane  hydrocarbons,  hydrochlor- 
ic acid,  heavy  metals,  polychl orinated  biphenyls  (PCBs)  and  possibly  di- 
oxins.5»6  The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  would  require  ap- 
plication of  Best  Available  Control  Technology  to  reduce  such  emissions. 
Control  technologies  which  could  be  required  for  this  alternative  include: 
(1)  baghouse  scrubbers  (particulate  removal);  (2)  spray  dryers  (sulfur 
dioxide  and  hydrochloric  acid  removal);  (3)  ammonia  injection  (nitrogen 
oxide  reduction);  (4)  calcium  hydroxide  injection  (sulfur  dioxide  and 
sulfuric  and  hydrochloric  acid  removal);  and  (5)  incineration  temperatures 
of  1800°  Fahrenheit  or  more  (PCB  and  dioxin  removal). 

Hazard  impacts  would  be  greater  for  Alternative  6b.  The  odor  and  rodent 
hazard  associated  with  storing  tons  of  raw  garbage  on  campus  could  require 
mi  tigation. 

Noise  impacts  generated  by  this  alternative  would  be  greater  than  the  pro- 
posed project  or  Alternative  4.  Additional  long-term  impacts  would  include 
noise  from  truck  trips  to  and  from  the  facility,  dumping  of  waste  into 
storage  hoppers,  transfer  of  waste  to  processing  areas,  glass  and  metal 
separation  and  fuel  shredding  prior  to  combustion. 

Transportation  impacts  would  include  truck  trips  (twice  weekly)  to  deliver 
solid  waste  to  the  facility  and  carry  away  glass,  metal  and  ash.  The  pro- 
ject sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  on  the  basis  of  its  cost  and 
land  use,  transportation,  air  quality,  hazard,  and  noise  impacts. 
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Alternative  7. 

Cogeneration  System  Not  Built 

In  this  alternative,  none  of  the  existing  campus  boilers  would  be  replaced, 
and  conventional  natural  gas  combustion  to  produce  steam  would  continue. 
USF  would  not  produce  electricity.  The  University  would  continue  to  use 
about  988,000  therms/yr.  of  natural  gas  as  at  present.  A  boiler  in  the 
proposed  Recreation  Center  (of  a  size  similar  to  that  of  the  combined 
boilers  in  Loyola  Hall  and  Loyola  Gym)  would  supply  that  facility  with 
steam.  A  Recreation  Center  boiler  would  produce  air  emissions  similar  to 
existing  boilers.  Noise  generated  by  a  Recreation  Center  boiler  would  be 
inaudibl  e. 

Noise,  traffic,  land  use,  hazard,  and  air  quality  impacts  associated  with 
the  cogeneration  project  would  not  occur.  Hazard,  noise  and  air  quality 
impacts  generated  by  the  central  steam  plant  and  individual  building  boil- 
ers would  remain  at  present  levels.  University  energy  costs  could  not  be 
substantially  reduced  through  further  energy  conservation  measures  as  all 
recommendations  of  the  1979  PG&E  Energy  Utilization  Audit  of  USF  have  been 
impl  emented.2 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  it  fails  to  meet 
the  sponsor's  objectives  to  (I)  partially  replace  an  aging  steam  plant  now 
in  use  for  campus  heating,  (2)  insulate  itself  against  rising  energy  costs 
by  reducing  energy  dependence  on  public  utilities,  and  (3)  minimize  deple- 
tion of    non-renewabl  e    fossil    fuel    through  more   efficient   use   of  fuel. 
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Alternative  8. 
No  Project 

Loyola  Hall,  Loyola  Gym,  Negoesco  Soccer  Field  and  the  three  parking  lots 
on  the  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site  would  remain  in  their 
present  condition.  USF  would  depend  on  Memorial  Gym,  Loyola  Gym  and  Ul  rich 
Field  for  its  recreational  activities.  A  recreational  facility  would  not 
be  available  for  community  use.  USF  would  continue  to  use  City  swimming 
pools  for  physical  education  classes.  The  University  would  have  to  use 
other  campus  facilities  for  their  University  and  Alumni  Clubs.  Declining 
enrollment  at  USF  has  been  attributed,  in  part,  to  a  lack  of  recreational 
facilities  and  would  continue  if  the  proposed  Recreation  Center  were  not 
built. 

In  this  alternative,  none  of  the  existing  campus  boilers  would  be  replaced, 
and  conventional  natural  gas  combustion  to  produce  steam  would  continue. 
USF  would  not  produce  electricity  for  campus  use.  The  University  would 
continue  to   use   about  988,000  therms/yr.   of   natural    gas  as  at  present. 

Noise,  air  quality,  traffic,  land  use,  visual,  hazard,  and  construction 
impacts  would  not  occur  with  this  alternative. 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  it  does  not  meet 
its  objective  to  provide  the  University  with  recreational  facilities 
beyond  those  presently  available  and  to  make  use  of  the  Loyola  Hall  site. 
The  University  would  not  meet  its  objective  to  partially  replace  an  aging 
steam  plant  now  in  use  for  campus  heating  and  would  not  implement  the  final 
phase  of  its  energy  conservation  program  thereby  minimizing  depletion  of 
non-renewable  fossile  fuel  through  more  efficient  use  of  fuel. 
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CHAPTER  VIII.     SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


This  section  contains  summaries  of  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (DEIR)  for  the  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center  and  Co- 
generation  System  at  the  University  of  San  Francisco  and  responses  to 
those  comments. 

All  substantive  comments  made  at  a  public  hearing  before  the  City  Planning 
Commission  on  April  25,  1985,  have  been  reviewed  and  are  presented  herein 
by  direct  quotation.  Written  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR  were  received 
between  March  22  and  May  10,  1985.  Where  public  hearing  and  letter  comments 
were  substantially  the  same,  material  was  not  repeated.  Editing  has  elimi- 
nated repetitive  and  non-essential  material  only. 

Comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  topics,  which  generally  follow  the 
order  of  material  in  the  Draft  EIR.  Each  group  of  comments  is  followed  by 
its  responses.  Because  the  subject  matter  of  a  topic  may  overlap  that  of 
another  topic,  the  reader  may  have  to  refer  to  more  than  one  group  of 
comments  and  responses  to  review  all  information  on  a  topic. 

Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues  but  are 
responded  to  for  the  purpose  of  providing  additional  information. 

These  comments  and  responses  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR  as  a 
separate  chapter.  Draft  EIR  text  changes  presented  in  the  comments  and 
responses  chapter  also  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR. 
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LIST  OF  PUBLIC  AGENCIES,  ORGANIZATIONS  AND  PERSONS  COMMENTING 

John  Bardis,  testimony  at  public  hearing  of  April  25,  1985. 

Susan  Bierman,  Commissioner,  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  testimony 
at  public  hearing  of  April  25,  1985. 

Elizabeth  Brennan,  testimony  at  public  hearing  of  April  25,  1985. 
H.  Fred  Burger,  written  comments  of  May  6,  1985. 

Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments 
of  May   10,    1985   and  testimony  at  public  hearing   of   April    25,  1985. 

George  Coan,  testimony  at  public  hearing  of  April  25,  1985. 

Tina    Burgess    Coan,   testimony   at   public   hearing    of  April    25,  1985. 

Milton  Feldstein,  Air  Pollution  Control  Officer,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District,  written  comment  of  May  8,  1985. 

Thor  Firing,  Temescal  Terrace  Association,  testimony  at  public  hearing 
of  April  25,  1985. 

Hal  Freedman,  written  comments  of  May  5,  1985. 
Georjean  Hewitt,  written  comments  of  April  5,  1985. 

Bob  Lee,  Francisco  Heights  Civic  Association,  testimony  at  public  hearing 
of  April  25,  1985. 

John  Smalley,  testimony  at  public  hearing  of  April  15,  1985. 

Mark  Terjesen,  written  comments  of  April  15,  1985. 

Mary  Hart  Thompson,  written  comments  of  May  2,  1985. 

Ted  Thompson,  testimony  at  public  hearing  of  April  25,  1985. 

Joel  Vantresca,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  written  comments 
and  testimony  at  public  hearing  of  April  25,  1985. 

Calvin  Welch,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  testimony  at  public 
hearing  of  April  25,  1985. 

K.L.  Wong,  MUNI,  written  comments  of  March  27,  1985. 
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LIST  OF  TOPICS  FOR  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 
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23.  Noise:    Data  Source  and  Equipment  Selection   43 

24.  Noise:    Night  Operation  45 
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31.  Parking:    Construction   58 
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35.  Land  Use:    Alternate  Site   68 
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ENERGY 
Comments : 

"What's  to  prevent  the  university  from  operating  the  plant  beyond  what  it 
needs  to  sell  electricity  to  PG&E  for  a  profit? 

"5-10%  of  the  electricity  will  be  sold  to  PG&E.  The  university  wants  to  go 
into  the  business  of  producing  electricity,  which  will  permit  it  to  sell  its 
power  to  PG&E."  (Joel  Ventresca,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  writ- 
ten comments  of  April  25,  1985) 

"...information  is  not  presented  in  a  fashion  readily  comprehendabl e  to  lay- 
people.  This  is  particularly  troublesome  for  data  describing  energy  con- 
sumption and  production. . .Wherever  possible,  please  compare  existing  condi- 
tions... with  those  anticipated  after  project  completion.  More  tables  and 
the  use  of  standard  units  will  be  helpful... 

"Page  2.  Provide  a  table  summarizing  USF's  current  and  anticipated  consump- 
tion, capacity  of  plant,  and  excess  output... 

"Is  excess  capacity  based  on  initial  requirements  or  demand  after  Master 
Plan  completion? 

"Page  32.  Table  comparing  energy  use  to  capacity  of  system,  etc.  appropriate 
here. . . 

"Page  56.    How  much  electricity  will  PG&E  purchase?    How  often? 

"Page  57.  Again,  economic  incentive  to  run  at  full  capacity.  If  not  tied 
to  USF  needs,  isn't  this  a  commercial  project? 
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"Page  58.  Hard  to  understand  numbers  on  electrical  generation  and  consump- 
tion. How  many  hrs/day  is  plant  operating  in  relation  to  figures  on  consump- 
tion?   Putting  these  figures  in  a  table  would  be  helpful. 

"Figures  on  amount  of  electricity  available  for  sale  vary  throughout  report. 
What  is  correct  figure? .. .(Dal e  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Asso- 
ciation, written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

The  interrelationships  of  steam  and  electricity  demand  and  production  are 
clarified  in  revisions  to  the  DEIR. 

The  first  two  paragraphs  of  the  EIR  Energy  Impacts  section  on  Steam,  page 
57,  have  been  revised  for  clarity  as  follows: 

"The  Cogeneration  System  would  produce  35-50  psi  steam,  which  would  provide 
for  the  average  demand  of  existing  buildings  heated  by  the  present  boilers 
and  of  the  new  Recreation  Center  minus  one  percent.  On  cold  winter  mornings, 
the  new  plant's  capacity  would  not  be  sufficient,  and  one  or  more  backup 
boilers  would  have  to  be  used  to  provide  additional  steam  heat.^a 

"Demand  for  steam  to  heat  USF  campus  buildings  varies  on  a  daily  and  seasonal 
basis.  The  present  Gleeson  Library  system  operates  about  16  hrs/day,  from 
6  AM  to  10  PM.  The  existing  boilers  in  individual  buildings  operate  24 
hrs/day.  Annual  campus  steam  demand  average  is  approximately  420,000 
therms/year,  supplied  approximately  half  by  the  Gleeson  Library  boilers  and 
half  by  the  other  boilers.  The  Recreation  Center  would  increase  average 
demand  to  482,000  therms/year.  The  cogeneration  facility  would  produce  an 
average  of  478,000  therms/yr.,  one  percent  less  than  the  average  demand. 
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"See  new  Table  2A,  page  126,  for  a  summary  of  steam  demand  and  use  character- 
istics with  and  without  the  project.  The  cogeneration  system  would  operate 
at  or  near  capacity  for  about  16  hours  a  day,  from  6  AM  to  10  PM,  and  at  a 
lower  level  or  not  at  all  for  the  rest  of  the  night,  depending  on  the  steam 
requirements  for  heating  dormitories  or  swimming  pool  water.  Steam  cannot 
be  generated  and  stored  for  use  at  another  time.  Energy  conservation  pro- 
grams at  USF  have  reduced  steam  demand  below  the  cited  demand  figures;  new 
consumption  figures  are  not  yet  available. 

"If  additional  buildings  described  in  the  Institutional  Master  Plan  were  to 
be  built  on  the  main  campus,  a  small  amount  of  additional  steam  to  partially 
supply  these  buildings  could  be  generated  by  operating  the  system  at  capacity 
for  a  full  16  hours  on  days  when  this  would  not  otherwise  occur.  Operation 
24-hours  a  day  would  not  help  to  supply  additional  buildings  because  the 
extra  steam  would  be  generated  at  a  time  of  day  when  there  would  be  no  use 
for  it.  Further  implementation  of  the  Institutional  Master  Plan  would  have 
to  include  additional  steam  production  facilities,  since  the  cogeneration 
system  could  not  produce  enough  steam  to  heat  several  additional  buildings. 
For  a  schematic  representation  of  the  relationship  between  steam  demand  and 
capacity  see  new  Figure  15A,  page  127.  The  Lone  Mountain  portion  of  the 
campus  is  too  far  from  the  main  campus  for  efficient  connection  to  the 
proposed  cogeneration  system  and  would  continue  to  have  independent  steam 
generation  provisions  (the  present  Lone  Mountain  buildings  have  their  own 
boilers  for  steam)." 

The  following  new  footnote  3a,  referenced  in  the  above  text,  has  been 
added  to  EIR  page  60: 

"For  up  to  6  hours,  from  6  AM  to  noon,  for  up  to  90  days  per  year,  depending 
on  weather  conditions." 
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New  Table  2A.     USF   Steam  Use  and  Production  Characteristics  With  and 

Without  the  Proposed  Project. 


Present  With  Project 


average  daily  demand,  therms/day 

maximum  daily  demand,  therms/day 

average  annual  demand,  therms/yr 

cogeneration  average  production, 
t  herms/day 

cogeneration  average  production, 
therms/year 

cogeneration  average  production 
as  percent  of  average  demand 

cogeneration  maximum  production, 
t herms/dayl 

cogeneration  daily  maximum  produ- 
as  percent  of  maximum  demand 


1,150  1,320 

1,450  1,670 

420,000  482,000 

n/a  1,310 

n/a  478,000 

n/a  99% 

n/a  1,395 

ion,                n/a  87% 


1.  Assuming  a  cold  winter  day  with  maximum  heating  load  but  not  24-hour 
full  capacity  operation  since  classrooms,  library,  etc.  do  not  have  to  be 
heated  all  night. 

Sources:  Robert  E.  Fishman,  P.E.,  FMC  Engineers,  cogeneration  plant 
designers,  and  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 


Paragraph  two  of  the  Electricity  section  on  EIR  page  58  has  been  revised  as 
f ol 1 ows : 

"Campus  electricity  use  was  9.2  million  kWh  in  1984  (not  including  Lone  Moun- 
tain), which  would  be  equivalent  to  about  74%  of  the  12.4  million  kWh  ave- 
rage net  annual    electrical    output   of  the  proposed  plant.     Annual  demand 


126 


120 


C 

© 

%  40 
Q. 


20 


Demand  not  met  by 
cogeneration  facility 


CAPACITY 


Capacity  available 
for  future  use 


Jan       Feb       Mar      Apr        May       Jun       Jul       Aug      Sep      Oct       Nov  Dec 


FIGURE  15A 

SCHEMATIC  REPRESENTATION  OF  HEATING  DEMAND  VERSUS  CAPACITY 


USF  COGENERATION  FACILITY 

Source:  Bendix  Environmental  Research, Inc. 


J 


127 


VIII.    Comments  and  Responses 

from  existing  buildings  is  expected  to  increase  to  11.5  million  kWh  as  a 
result  of  the  addition  of  computer  equipment.  The  Recreation  Center  would 
increase  demand  by  about  1.9  million  kWh,  bringing  the  average  annual 
demand  to  13.4  million  kWh.  There  would  be  no  net  average  electrical 
surplus  if  the  Recreation  Center  were  built:  USF  would  buy  a  net  annual 
average  of  1.0  million  kWh,  8%  of  campus  demand,  from  PG&E.  At  certain 
times  of  year,  when  cold  weather  creates  maximum  steam  heating  demand,  USF 
would  generate  more  electricity  than  needed  and  the  surplus  would  be  sold 
to  PG&E  (an  annual  average  of  0.9  million  kWh).  USF  electrical  use  and 
production  characteristics  with  and  without  the  proposed  project  are  shown 
in  new  Table  2B,  page  129.  If  total  Institutional  Master  Plan  buildout  were 
to  take  place,  the  annual  average  demand  for  electricity  would  increase. 
At  cold  times  of  year  part  of  this  increase  could  be  met  from  electricity 
which  would  otherwise  be  sold  to  PG&E.  Any  additional  buildings  would 
increase  the  annual  average  amount  of  electricity  that  would  have  to  be 
purchased  from  PG&E." 

The  second   sentence  of  the  last  paragraph   on  page  58  has  been  deleted. 

The  first   complete   paragraph   of  EIR   page   2   has  been   revised   to  read: 

"The  Cogeneration  System  would  produce  both  steam  (478,000  therms  per  year) 
and  electricity  (12.4  million  kilowatt-hours  per  year).  The  steam  produced 
would  be  used  to  heat  existing  USF  campus  buildings  and  the  Recreation  Cen- 
ter. Electricity  would  be  generated  for  use  on  campus.  On  the  coldest 
days,  production  of  the  required  amount  of  steam  would  result  in  production 
of  more  electricity  than  would  be  used  on  campus,  and  this  electricity 
would  be  sold  to  PG&E.  At  warm  times  of  year,  when  generation  of  required 
steam  would  result  in  the  production  of  less  electricity  than  demand,  USF 
would  buy  electricity  from  PG&E." 
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Table  2B. 


USF    Electrical    Use   and   Production    Characteristics  With 
and  Without  the  Proposed  Project 


Present 


With  Project 


annual  average  demand  in  million 
kilowatt-hours  (kWh) 

annual  average  gross  cogeneration 
system  production  (million  kWh) 

annual  average  cogeneration 
system  consumption  (million  kWh) 

net  average  cogeneration  system 
production  (million  kWh) 

annual  average  surplus  power 
available  for  sale  (million  kWh) 

annual  average  surplus  power 
available  for  sale  as  percent  of 
net  production 


9.21 

n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 


Not  Including  Including 
Recreation  Recreation 
Center  Center 


11.52 
12.9 

0.5 
12.4 

0.9 

7% 


13.4 
12.9 
0.5 
12.4 
-1.03 
-8%3 


1.  1984  total  campus  use,  not  including  Lone  Mountain. 

2.  The  increase  in  projected  demand  from  existing  buildings  is  due  to 
anticipated  installation  of  computers  which  use  electricity  and  give  off 
heat  which  creates  electric  air  conditioning  load. 

3.  Note  that  these  negative  figures  represent  deficits. 

Sources:  Robert  E.  Fishman,  P.E.,  FMC  Engineers,  cogeneration  plant 
designers,  and  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 


"Cogeneration  equipment  would  include  a  natural  gas  fired  engine-generator, 
a  boiler,  piping  and  controls.  A  heat  radiator  unit  measuring  11  ft.  x  9 
ft.  x  8  ft.  would  be  placed  on  the  Gleeson  Library  roof  behind  the  existing 
parapet,  surrounded  by  an  unroofed,  acoustic  enclosure." 
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The  requested  tables  (2A  and  2B)  have  been  inserted  in  the  Impacts  Chapter, 
as  indicated  above,  rather  than  in  the  Summary  or  Project  Description.  The 
end  of  the  first  complete  paragraph  on  EIR  page  22  has  been  corrected  to 
read:  "The  Cogeneration  System  would  operate  16  to  24  hours  a  day,  depending 
on  demand  for  steam,  365  days  a  year." 

As  indicated  on  DEIR  page  58,  there  would  be  a  maximum  increase  in  USF  natu- 
ral gas  consumption  of  about  1,000,000  therms  per  year.  This  would  be 
approximately  equivalent  to  the  natural  gas  consumption  of  800  residential 
unitsi  or  about  twice  the  natural  gas  consumption  of  a  million  sq.  ft. 
downtown  high-rise  building. 2 

The  second  sentence  on  DEIR  p.  26  has  been  revised  to  read:  "Engine  exhaust 
would  in  turn  be  routed  to  a  heat  exchange  unit  to  produce  35-50  psi  ^  steam 
(maximum  production  of  1,395  therms/day)." 

The  Electricity  section  on  EIR  page  26  has  been  revised  to  read: 

"The  proposed  facility  would  have  a  maximum  capacity  of  1,650  kilowatts 
(1.7  mW)  and  would  produce  a  net  average  of  12.4  million  kilowatt-hours 
(kWh)/year.5»6,6a  jn^s  electricity  would  be  fed  into  the  University  elec- 
trical distribution  system  supplying  campus  buildings  with  power.  Based  on 
projected  average  steam  demand  for  the  University,  the  Cogeneration  System 
would  fall  short  of  meeting  average  annual  electricity  demand  by  approxima- 
tely 1.0  million  kWh,  or  8%.  This  deficiency  of  power  would  be  made  up  by 
power  purchased  from  PG&E.  Electrical  power  would  be  purchased  from  PG&E 
whenever  the  Cogeneration  System  was  not  operating  because  there  was  no 
demand  for  steam." 
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As  indicated  on  DEIR  page  22,  no  power  would  be  generated  beyond  that  gene- 
rated in  the  process  of  producing  steam  for  building  heating  needs  because 
"If  USF  were  to  run  the  electrical  generator  at  a  time  of  no  steam  demand, 
venting  exhaust  heat  to  the  environment  without  benefit  of  heat  recovery, 
the  system  would  not  be  economical .. .El ectrical  power  would  be  purchased 
directly  from  PG&E  during  periods  when  USF  does  not  require  steam." 
No  electricity  beyond  space  heating  steam  demand  would  be  generated,  be- 
cause it  would  be  uneconomical  to  do  so  and  because  relevant  laws  only 
require  PG&E  to  buy  cogenerated  electricity  at  "avoided  cost"  rates.  Any 
additional  electricity  would  be  expensive  to  generate  and  could  not  be  sold 
for  as  much  as  the  cost  to  generate. 

Footnote  6a  has  been  added  to  EIR  p.  31: 

"Average  production  of  electricity  is  less  than  theoretically  possible  on 
the  basis  of  capacity  because  the  system  would  not  operate  continuously  at 
capacity ," 


NOTES: 

1.  Calculated  at  1,200  therms/unit  based  on  Semler,  Michael,  Energy  Conser- 
vation Potential  for  Natural  Gas  and  Electricity:  1980-1990,  Department  of 
City  Planning,  November  1980,  p.  B-26. 

2.  Calculated  on  the  basis  of  an  average  of  20  cubic  ft.  of  natural  gas 
consumed  per  sq.  ft.  of  bui 1 di ng  per  year,  as  given  in  the  FEIR  for  The 
Downtown  Plan,  1984,  EE81.3,  SCH  84032003,  £.  N.l. 


ENERGY:     GAS  LINE 
Comments : 

"Page  26.  What  determines  need  for  new  gas  line?  When  would  it  be  instal- 
led?   At  what  cost  and  who  would  bear? 
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"[Page  58]  Again,  what  determines  need  for  larger  line?  (Dale  Carlson, 
Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Res  ponse: 

A  new  gas  line  would  be  required  if  the  present  line  proved  unable  to 
supply  the  required  amount  of  gas  at  the  required  residual  pressure.  Tests 
of  the  existing  natural  gas  supply  line  have  not  been  made  by  PG&E  yet. 
Such  tests  would  probably  be  made  before  start-up  of  the  facility  so  that 
the  line  could  be  replaced  before  operation  begins  if  replacement  were 
necessary.    PG&E   would    pay    for   the   new   line.*     The   cost    is  unknown. 

NOTE. 

1.    Jim  Chandler,  PG&E,  telephone  conversation  of  June  12,  1985. 


ENERGY:     EQUIPMENT  SELECTION 
Comments: 

"Page  2.  As  the  actual  limit  [unit?]  is  not  yet  selected,  the  EIR  should 
provide  a  range  of  consumption,  production,  and  impact  figures  for  those 
under  consideration... 

"[Page  26]  List  other  engines  under  consideration."  (Dale  Carlson,  Stan- 
yan/  Fulton   Neighborhood  Association,   written   comments   of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

The  first  sentence  of  the  second  complete  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  26  has  been 
revised  to  read:  "The  Cogeneration  System  equipment  would  include  a  single 
natural  gas  fired,  lean-burning  engine  such  as  the  Waukesha  model  9390  GL  or 
the  Cooper  "Superior"  model  165GTA,  a  waste  heat  boil er, .. .[the  rest  of  the 
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sentence  is  unchanged]  The  former  is  currently  favored  and  is  the  basis  of 
EIR  discussion  except  where  otherwise  indicated."! 

The  Waukesha  engine  is  rated  at  1,500  kW,  with  a  maximum  capacity  of  1,650 
kW.  The  Cooper  engine  is  rated  at  1,770  kW  (18%  greater),  with  a  maximum 
capacity  of  1,875  kW  (14%  greater).  Because  it  is  smaller,  the  Waukesha 
engine  would  generally  have  lesser  impacts  than  the  Cooper  engine  discussed 
in  the  DEIR.  See  response  to  comments  on  noise  for  discussion  of  differ- 
ences in  noise  characteristics.  The  difference  in  capacity  between  the 
Waukesha  and  the  Cooper  engines  is  reflected  in  the  following  changes  in 
the  EIR:  Page  2,  line  5,  "1.8"  changed  to  "1.5." 

Page  26,  line  17,  "1,875"  changed  to  "1,650";  line  18,  "1.9"  changed  to 
"1.7",  "1,770"  changed  to  "1,500",  and  "1.8"  changed  to  "1.5." 

Page  58,  line  2,  "1,875"  changed  to  "1650"  and  "1,700"  changed  to  "1,500." 

Page  66,  line  10,  "1,875"  changed  to  "1,500," 

NOTE: 

1.    Robert   E.    Fishman,    P.E.,   telephone   conversation    of  July   12,  1985. 

ENERGY:     INSTITUTIONAL  MASTER  PLAN  REQUIREMENTS 
Comments 

"Page  88.  Please  identify  electrical,  steam  needs  for  each  project  in 
Master  Plan,  with  anticipated  date  of  construction..."  (Dale  Carlson, 
Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 
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Res  ponse : 

The  schedule  in  the  1983  amendment  to  the  USF  Institutional  Master  Plan  (the 
most  recent  version  of  this  Plan)  is  no  longer  applicable  and  a  new  schedule 
is  not  available.  Present  plans  do  not  call  for  any  building  in  addition  to 
the  present  proposal  for  the  next  six  years. *  Until  additional  buildings 
are  designed  it  is  not  possible  to  give  electrical  and  natural  gas  require- 
ments (the  building  sizes  given  in  the  Institutional  Master  Plan  are  rough 
estimates).  The  Cogeneration  facility  would  not  be  able  to  supply  all  of 
the  electricity  required  by  any  additional  buildings. 


NOTE 

1.  Glenn  Loomis,  Plant  Manager,  USF,  telephone  conversation  of  June  12, 
1985. 


ENERGY:    RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  PROJECTS 
Comments: 

"[Page  2]  'Projects  are  not  dependent  on  each  other.'  However,  plant  is 
sized  to  meet  Rec  Center's  needs.    That  relationship  should  not  be  slighted. 

"Page  11.  Again,  rel ationshi p  between  projects..."  (Dal e  Carl  son,  Stanyan/ 
Fulton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

As  indicated  on  DEIR  page  116,  if  the  Cogeneration  Facility  were  not  built, 
a  boiler  would  be  included  in  the  design  of  the  new  Recreation  Center  to 
provide  for  its  steam  needs. 
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The  last  sentence  on  page  11  has  been  revised  to  read:  "Although  the  Cogen- 
eration  Facility  has  been  sized  to  provide  steam  for  the  Recreation  Center, 
these  two  projects  would  not  be  dependent  on  each  other  and  could  be  built 
at  different  times." 

LIST  OF  COGENERATION  PROJECTS 
Comments : 

"Page  A-30.  This  list  [of  cogeneration  projects]  should  be  updated."  (Dale 
Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May 
10,  1985) 

Response: 

An  updated   list    of  California  cogeneration   projects   is   not  available.1 


NOTE: 

1.  Office  of  Raymond  Tuvell,  Cogeneration  Manager,  California  Energy  Com 
mission,  telephone  conversation  of  May  29,  1985. 


ENERGY:    BOILER  REPLACEMENT 

As  a  result  of  examination  of  the  condition  of  the  existing  Gleason  Hall 
boilers,  USF  has  decided  to  replace  the  two  boilers  it  had  planned  to  retain 
for  generation  of  back-up  heating  steam  with  boilers  of  the  same  capacity. 
The  old  boilers  require  the  addition  of  anticorrosion  chemicals  and  fre- 
quent maintenance  because  of  the  lack  of  features  found  on  newer  boilers. 
The  new  boilers  would  be  more  efficient  than  the  existing  boilers,  using 
13%  less  fuel  to  generate  the  same  amount  of  steam.  The  new  boilers  would 
produce  less  nitrogen  oxide  than  the  existing  boilers  because  they  would 
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have  burners  designed  for  low  nitrogen  oxide  production.  The  new  boilers 
would  be  quieter  than  the  old  boilers.  The  following  text  changes  have 
been  made  to  reflect  replacement  of  these  boilers: 

Page  1,  111,  line  5,  "partially"  has  been  deleted. 

Page  12,  end  of  113,  add  "The  other  two  existing  boilers  would  be  replaced 
with  ordinary  standby  boilers  of  the  same  capacity." 

"Page  22,  paragraph  1,  last  sentence  replaced  by  "(The  other  two  existing 
boilers  would  be  replaced  by  conventional  standby  boilers  of  the  same  capa- 
city. The  four  boilers  that  would  be  replaced  are  approximately  25  years 
old  and  are  near  the  end  of  their  lifetime.)" 

"Page  27,  HI,  last  sentence  revised  to  read:  "Should  the  Cogeneration 
System  require  prolonged  maintenance,  heat  would  be  provided  by  the  two  new 
conventional  boilers  which  would  be  maintained  on  standby  status." 

"Page  30,  line  7,  delete  "two." 

"Page  62,  second  complete  11,  line  1,  delete  "two  of;"    line  4,  delete  "two." 

"Page  70,  second    complete   11,   lines  4   and    7,    change    "two"   to  "four." 

"Page  73,  second  complete  H,  line  5,  change  "two"  to  "four." 

"Page  86,  line  5,  change  "existing"  to  "standby." 

ENERGY:     LONE  MOUNTAIN 
Comments : 

"Is  Lone  Mountain  included  in  electrical  distribution  system? 
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"Any  plans  for  second  plant  on  Lone  Mountain?  (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton 
Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

The  campus  electrical  distribution  system  does  not  include  Lone  Mountain 
which  would  not  receive  electricity  from  the  Cogeneration  System.  There 
are  no  present  plans  for  a  second  plant  on  Lone  Mountain. 

AIR  QUALITY:  GENERAL 
Comments : 

"...the  heating  load  alone  will  be  double  that  of  the  heating  load  at  pre- 
sent. That  means  that  the  pollution  that  I  am  going  to  experience  from  the 
heating  load  from  those  plants  will  be  double  what  I  have  already  exper- 
ienced. 

"I  hate  to  think  now  that  what  we  have  done  without  any  mal  intention  is 
double  the  smog  potential  right  in  front  of  my  house  by  virtue  of  doubling 
the  amount  of  buildings  on  the  heating  pi  ant... I  know  none  of  the  neighbors 
know  it.  When  you  add  that  to  an  electrical  generating  facility,  you're 
talking  now  about  a  plant  that  is  going. ..to  double  again. ..the  amount  of 
pollution  is  going  to  be  in  the  nature  of  four  times  what  it  was  before. 

"I  might  add  that  the  power  plant  now  has  gone  from  merely  a  generation  of 
steam,  it's  gone  to  the  generation  of  power... 

I  really  question  if  that's  what  the  Planning  Commission  wants.  Our  area 
is  considered  R-l  residential ....  I  feel  the  pollution  there  is  going  to  be 
quite  severe  insofar  as  we  don't  have  the  dispersion  we  have  now.  We  do 
have  seven    plants.     We   are   going   to   end   up   with  one."    (John  Smalley) 
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"If  there's. ..an  air  pollution  problem  --  and  it's  hard  to  tell  from  this 
EIR  whether  or  not  these  things  are  in  fact  going  to  be  problems  —  the 
university  is  going  to  suffer  along  with  us.  Those  things  need  to  be 
discussed."  (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  public 
hearing  comments) 

" . . .i nsuff icient. . .di scussion  of  the  pollutants,  ...  particulate  matters, 
solid  particular  matters."  (Calvin  Welch,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood 
Council ) 

"...The  Cogeneration  System,  which  will  replace  two  of  USF's  four  steam 
boilers,  is   subject   to  BAAQMD   regulations."     (Milton   Feldstein,  BAAQMD) 

"This  project  will  clearly  generate  more  air  pollution  than  any  other  pro- 
ject being  proposed  by  any  other  institution  in  the  neighborhood."  (Joel 
Ventresca,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  written  comments) 

"The  proposed  power  plant  will  generate  60%  of  the  total  cumulative  in- 
crease in  nitrogen  oxides  and  40%  of  the  total  cumulative  direct  and  indi- 
rect hydrocarbons,  if  we  look  at  all  the  developments  proposed  in  our 
neighborhood  which  was  examined  by  the  Planning  Department  just  last  Decem- 
ber 1984."  (Joel  Vantresca,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  public 
hearing  comments) 

Res  ponse: 

General  air  quality  comments  are  responded  to  in  this  section;  certain  spe- 
cific air   quality  comments   are   responded  to   in  the   following  sections. 

The  heating  load  in  the  project  area  would  not  double.  As  stated  on  DEIR 
page  27,    in   HI,   "New   steam  lines   would   connect   the   University  Center, 
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Hayes-Healy  Hall,  Gil  son  Hall,  and  Kendrick  Hall  to  the  steam  distribution 
grid  as  well  as  the  Health  and  Recreation  Center  site."  Since  the  Health 
and  Recreation  Center  doesn't  exist  yet,  it  does  not  have  an  existing 
boiler;  it  would  replace  Loyola  Hall  which  has  a  boiler.  The  increase  in 
load  on  the  Gleeson  Library  heating  plant  is  more  proportional  to  the 
change  in  square  feet  of  building  to  be  heated  than  it  is  to  the  number  of 
buildings  to  be  heated.  The  change  would  be  from  about  379,000  sq.ft.*  to 
about  431,000  sq.ft.,2  an  increase  of  27%. 

As  indicated  on  DEIR  p.  61,  the  cogeneration  facility  would  not  produce 
particulates. 

As  indicated  on  DEIR  page  29,  the  project  is  subject  to  BAAQMD  regulations. 

The  cogeneration  project  would  generate  more  direct  air  pollutants  than 
other  projects  proposed  in  the  general  area  but  the  direct  air  pollutants 
would  be  less  than  the  cumulative  indirect,  transportation-associated  pro- 
duction of  carbon  monoxide,  hydrocarbons  or  particulates-^  and  no  laboratory 
fume  hood  exhaust  chemicals  of  the  type  which  may  be  emitted  by  the  Uni- 
versity of  California  at  San  Francisco  Vision  Research  Laboratory  would  be 
involved.  The  cumulative  direct  and  indirect  air  impacts  of  all  proposed 
projects  were  found  to  be  insignificant  by  the  Greater  Haight  Ashbury  Cumu- 
lative Assessment  Report. 


NOTES: 

1.    In  luding  Gleeson  Library,  Harney  Center,   Campion  Hall,   St.  Ignatius 

Church  nd   Memorial    Gymnasium   but   not  including  Phel  an/McLaren  Hall  and 

Xavier  all  because,  although  they  are  on  the  existing  distribution  system 

they  a  ?  heated   routinely  by  an   independent   gas-fired   hot   water  system, 

Glenn  omis,   Director  Plant   Services,   USF,  memorandum  of  May  13,  1985. 
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2.  Including  buildings  in  1.  plus  Gi  1 1  son  Hall,  Hayes  Healy  Hall,  Cowel  1 
Hall,  University    Center    and    the    Koret    Health    and    Recreation  Center. 

3.  Based  on  air  pollutant  emissions  in  the  Greater  Haight  Ashbury  Cumula- 
tive Assessment    Report,    Department    of    City    Planning,    1984,    page  58. 


AIR  QUALITY:    COMPARATIVE  INFORMATION 
Comments: 

"...comments  are  going  to  focus  on  the  need  for  this  EIR  to  provide  com- 
parative data,  what  the  situation  is  now  with  the  existing  boiler  plant 
and  the. .  .pol 1 utants  that  it  emits  versus  what's  going  to  happen  when  the 
cogeneration  plant,  if  it's  installed,  is  installed."  (Dale  Carlson, 
Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  public  hearing  comments) 

"...How  much  air  pollution  is  generated  at  the  site  now?  It's  unknown. 
It's  not  identified  in  the  EIR.  Obviously,  air  pollution  at  the  site  will 
increase.  What  is  the  percentage  and  net  increase  in  the  air  pollution  if 
this  project  is  built?"  (Joel  Ventresca,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Coun- 
cil, public  hearing  comments) 

"How  much  air  pollution  is  generated  at  the  site  now?  Obviously,  air  pollu- 
tion at  the  site  will  increase.  What  is  the  percentage  and  net  increase  in 
the  air  pollution  if  this  project  is  built?"  (Joel  Ventresca,  Haight-Ash- 
bury Neighborhood  Council,  written  comments) 

"...information  is  not  presented  in  a  fashion  readily  comprehendable  to  lay- 
people.  This  is  particularly  troublesome  for  data  describi  ng . .  .ai  r  quality 
impacts.  Wherever  possible,  please  compare  existing  conditions. .  .with 
those  anticipated  after  project  completion.  More  tables  and  the  use  of 
standard  units  will  be  helpful..."  (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful  ton  Neighbor- 
hood Association,  written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

140 


VIII.    Comments  and  Responses 


"There  are  seven  plants  on  the  campus  right  now,  one  which  serves  six 
buildings,  and  the  other  six  that  serve  the  individual  buildings,  we  are 
going  to  add  to  that  a  generating  plant  which  is  going  to  drive  a  13  cubic 
inch  engine  excuse  me,  13,000  inches  ...that's  about  the  equivalent 
of  about    100    cars    idling    outside   my   bedroom   window."     (John  Smalley) 

Response: 

A  single  new  boiler  would  be  expected  to  emit  less  air  pollutants  per  unit 
fuel  burned  than  the  total  of  the  existing  old  boilers  because  the  newer 
unit  would  be  designed  to  burn  more  cleanly.  A  single  hoiler  would  also 
have  less   heat   loss  during  operation   than   a  group  of   smaller  boilers. 

Since  gas  would  be  burned  more  efficiently,  fewer  air  pollutants  would  be 
formed  than  if  there  were  a  group  of  boilers  heating  the  same  space.  The 
150,000  therms  per  year  of  natural  gas  to  heat  the  new  Recreation  Center 
would  be  more  than  the  gas  saved  by  the  increase  in  efficiency  of  heating 
of  the  existing  buildings. 

Generation  of  electricity  in  addition  to  production  of  steam  would  require 
about  850,000  therms/year.  The  project  would  result  in  gas  consumption 
about  two  and  a  half  times  present  use.  In  the  absence  of  detailed  analyses 
of  emissions  from  all  the  existing  boilers  and  final  design  and  material 
selection  for  the  Recreation  Center,  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  the 
before  and  after  project  emissions  in  detail.  The  BAAQMD  would  consider 
before  and    after    project    emissions    during    its    permit    review  process. 

The  emissions  of  a  16-cylinder  engine  running  on  natural  gas  at  steady  load 
are  not  similar  to  those  of  4-  to  8-cylinder  automobile  engines  operating 
at  rapidly  changing   loads  on  petroleum-based  fuels,  which  contain  larger 
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molecules  than  natural  gas  together  with  a  variety  of  additives  not  present 
in  natural  gas,  and  cannot  be  compared  on  the  basis  of  cubic  inches  of 
engine.  Automobile  fuels  do  not  burn  as  cleanly  as  natural  gas  and,  in 
particular,  they  produce  particulates.  As  indicated  on  DEIR  page  61,  the 
co-generation  facility  would  not  produce  particulates. 

AIR  QUALITY  DATA  INFORMATION  SOURCE 
Comments: 

"Is  the  information  in  the  EIR  on. ..air  pol  1  ution. . .based  upon  manufac- 
turer's specifications  and  mathematical  models,  or  are  they  based  on  actual 
experience  wi  th  operating  power  plants  of  similar  size  and  type?"  (Joel 
Ventresca,  Haight-Ashbury   Neighborhood  Council,   public   hearing  comments) 

"FMC  Associates,  a  subcontractor  who  wi  1 1  design  and  install  the  power  plant 
and  who  will  directly  profit  from  the  project,  through  a  telephone  call, 
supplied  the  estimates  of  daily  air  pollution  emissions  for  the  plant  which 
are  identified  on  page  61."  (Joel  Ventresca,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood 
Council,  written  comments  of  April  25,  1985) 

Res  ponse: 

The  air  emission  estimates  in  the  DEIR  are  based  on  equipment  vendors'  test 
reports. 1 


NOTE: 

1.    Robert  E.  Fishman,  FMC  Associates,  tel ephone  conversation,  May  10,  1985. 
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AIR  QUALITY:     TRIGGER  LEVELS 
Comments : 

"1.  Table  3,  page  61  shows  the  'Trigger  Level'  for  PSD  regulations  as  100 
tons/year  of  nitrogen  oxides.  The  District  adopted  a  new  rule  (Regulation 
2-2-305)  in  March  1984  lowering  the  limit  to  40  tons/year  of  nitrogen 
oxides.  If  worst  case  project  emissions  exceed  the  limit,  the  District 
requires  either  offsets  or  modeling  and  analyses  in  conformance  with  Regula- 
tions 2-2-415  and  2-2-418.  How  will  the  cogeneration  project  sponsors 
comply  with  this  rule?"    (Milton  Feldstein,  BAAQMD) 

Response: 

EIR  page  61  has  been  corrected  to  show  that  the  'Trigger  Level'  for  PSD  re- 
gulations is  40  tons/year  of  nitrogen  oxides.  Worst  case  project  emis- 
sions^- are  expected  to  exceed  this  limit.  Nitrogen  oxide  offset  credits 
are  expected  for  discontinuation  of  use  of  the  current  boilers  at  Gleeson 
Library  and  for  generation  of  electricity.  If  these  are  not  adequate,  spon- 
sors would  perform  modeling  and  analysis  in  conformance  with  Regulations 
2-2-415  and  2-2-418  of  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Maintenance  District 
(BAAQMD). 


NOTE: 

1.  Robert  E.  Fishman,  FMC  Associates,  cogeneration  plant  designers,  tele- 
phone conversation,  May  16,  1985. 
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AIR  QUALITY:  SMOKESTACK 
Comments: 

"2.  The  existing  boiler  plant  exhaust  stack  will  be  used  for  the  Cogenera- 
tion  System.  Does  the  existing  stack  conform  to  'good  engineering  practice' 
as  defined  in  District  Manual  of  Procedures,  Volume  II,  Part  10?  If  not, 
the  District  may  require  modeling  to  determine  the  effects  of  building 
wakes  on  concentrations  at  nearby  receptors."    (Milton  Feldstein,  BAAQMD) 

Response: 

Conformance  of  the  existing  stack  to  "good  engineering  practice"  would  be 
determined  at  the  time  of  filing  with  BAAQMD  for  "Authority  to  Construct." 

AIR  QUALITY:     HYDROCARBON  PRODUCTION 
Comments: 

"3.  The  estimate  of  daily  project  hydrocarbon  emissions  seems  high.  Does 
it  include  methane  as  well  as  reactive  hydrocarbons?  Only  reactive  hydro- 
carbons are  of  concern."    (Milton  Feldstein,  BAAQMD) 

"Page  61.  Hydrocarbon  emissions  close  to  trigger  levels.  Please  discuss. 
Project  emissions  based  on  24  hrs/day  emissions?  Should  be."  (Dale  Carl- 
son, Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10, 
1985) 

Response: 

The  hydrocarbon  emission  figure  in  the  EIR  (page  61)  does  not  include 
methane.  The  non-methane  hydrocarbons  appear  high  because  the  system  was 
designed  to  minimize  nitrogen  oxide  emissions  from  the  lean  burning  engine. * 
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Since  nitrogen  oxide  emissions  were  expected  to  be  in  excess  of  trigger 
levels  while  hydrocarbons  were  not,  this  was  judged  to  be  a  reasonable 
trade-off  by  the  design  engineer. 

The  stated  hydrocarbon  emission  level  is  a  worst  case  which  is  not  expected 
to  be  reached.  The  shift  from  a  Cooper  to  a  Waukesha  engine  will  result 
in  decreased  hydrocarbon  emissions. 

NOTES: 

1.  The  worst  case  air  pollution  analysis  has  been  made  on  the  basis  of  24- 
hour  operation  at  capacity  which  is  unlikely  to  occur  since  classrooms  do 
not  have  to  be  heated  at  night  when  they  are  not  occupied. 


AIR  QUALITY:     ACID  FOG 
Comment: 

"It  is  unclear  whether  these  air  pollution  figures  are  based  upon  a  16-hour- 
a-day  or  24-hour-a-day  operation  of  the  plant.  However,  the  figures  iden- 
tified reveal  102,000  pounds  of  nitrogen  oxides,  102,000  pounds  of  carbon 
monoxide  and  51,000  pounds  of  hydrocarbons  will  be  put  into  the  air  from 
this  project  ...  per  year.  In  other  words,  114  tons  of  air  pollution  will 
result  from  this  project  per  year.  In  regards  to  the  first  air  pollutant 
mentioned,  nitrogen  oxides,  this  contributes  to  the  acid  content  of  the  fog 
in  San  Francisco  which  is  increasing  and  documented  in  a  recent  study  by 
the  University  of  California  Lawrence  Berkeley  National  Laboratory."  (Joel 
Ventresca,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  written  comments  of  April 
25,  1985) 
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Response: 

The  worst  case  of  air  pollution  analysis  has  been  made  on  the  basis  of  24- 
hour  operation  at  capacity  which  is  unlikely  to  occur  since  classrooms  do 
not  have  to  be  heated  at  night  when  they  are  not  occupied. 

The  most  important  pollutant  resulting  from  the  combustion  of  natural  gas 
is  nitrogen  oxides,  the  main  component  of  which  is  nitrogen  dioxide,  which 
is  largely  responsible  for  the  brownish  appearance  of  smog.  The  burning  of 
natural  gas  normally  does  not  result  in  formation  of  visible  amounts  of 
nitrogen  dioxide.  Most  of  the  nitrogen  dioxide  in  the  Bay  Area  comes  from 
automobile  exhaust. 

AIR  QUALITY:     HEALTH  EFFECTS 
Comments : 

"Page  29.  Describe  known  health  affects  (sic)  of  all  emittants  and  those 
i ndi vidual s  most  sensitive  or  at  risk..."  (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton 
Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

Nitrogen  dioxide  can  affect  the  body  by  contact  with  the  eyes  and  skin  or 
by  inhalation.  Exposure  may  cause  breathing  difficulties,  cough,  nausea, 
headache  and,  at  high  concentrations,  lung  damage.  Sensitive  persons  may 
react  at  a  concentration  of  47  milligrams  per  cubic  meter  of  air  (mg/rn^).! 

The  highest  recently  reported  nitrogen  oxides  level  in  the  Bay  Area  was  a 
one-hour  average  of  0.3  mg/m^  at  San  Jose.^  The  State  outdoor  standard  for 
nitrogen  oxides  is  a  one-hour  average  of  0.47  mg/rn^  and  the  Federal  stan- 
dard is  an  annual  average  of  0.1  rng/m^.    Violations  of  these  standards  have 
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not  been  reported  in  San  Francisco.  Incinerators,  which  produce  more 
nitrogen  oxides  than  the  burning  of  natural  gas  does,  emit  an  average  of 
200  mg/m3  which  can  be  expected  to  produce  a  maximum  one-hour  ground  level 
concentration  of  about  0.002  mg/m3.3  It  has  been  estimated  that  a  115  mW 
natural  gas-fired  cogeneration  facility,  64  times  bigger  than  the  proposed 
USF  plant,  would  emit  a  maximum  of  0.1  mg/m3  nitrogen  oxides/hour,  or  1.1 
tons/day  compared  to  the  0.14  tons/day  predicted  for  the  USF  plant.4  This 
comparison  suggests  that  the  estimate  for  the  USF  plant  is  conservative. 
It  is  unlikely  that  the  present  boiler  produces  enough  nitrogen  dioxide  to 
produce  detectable  symptoms  in  exposed  persons,  even  under  inversion  condi- 
tions which  limit  the  dispersion  of  pollutants,  and  it  is  less  likely  that 
the  new  boiler  would  do  so.  As  indicated  on  DEIR  page  62,  the  proposed 
project  would  have  to  comply  with  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
requirements  for  control  of  production  of  nitrogen  oxides  in  order  to  obtain 
a  permit  to  operate.  These  standards  are  designed  to  provide  a  safety  mar- 
gin for  protection  of  human  health  based  on  different  susceptibilities 
within  the  population. 

A  general  discussion  of  the  health  effects  of  air  pollutants  was  not  included 
in  the  EIR  because  air  pollutant  levels  in  San  Francisco,  particularly  in 
non-downtown  areas,  are  not  high  enough  to  produce  detectable  health  effects 
and  even  cumulative  emissions  due  to  development  under  the  Downtown  Plan 
would  tend  to  result  in  lower  hydrocarbon,  nitrogen  oxide  and  carbon  monoxide 
emissions  in  the  year  2000  than  in  1984, 5  particulate  emissions  largely 
result  from  vehicle  emissions  which  would  not  be  significantly  affected  by 
this  project,  and  because  the  only  source  of  sulfur  in  natural  gas  is  the 
trace  of  thiophene  added  as  a  safety  measure  so  that  the  gas  can  be  smelled. 
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NOTES: 

1.  National  Institute  of  Occupational  Safety  and  Health/Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  Administration,  Occupational  Health  Guidelines  for  Chemical 
Hazards,  January  1981. 

2.  Highest  value  betweeen  1/1/82  and  12/31/84,  as  cited  in  California  Energy 
Commission,  Final  Staff  Assessment  for  Gilroy  Energy  Company,  Inc.,  Gilroy 
Foods  Cogeneration  Project,  Santa  Clara  County,  84-AFC-4,  April  1985,  p. 
129. 

i 

3.  FEIR,  Compton  Energy  Systems  Inc.  Waste-to-Energy  Facility,  SCH 
#83092103,  1984,  p.  111-30. 

4.  Reference  2,  page  126. 

5.  FEIR   for   the   Downtown    Plan,    1984,    EE  81.3,    SCH  8403200,   p.  1.1.1. 


AIR  QUALITY:  DISPERSION 
Comment: 

"Page  35.  This  discussion  is  not  specific  to  surrounding  community  and 
should  be  replaced  with  description  of  current  air  quality  impacts  of  USF, 
et  al .  activities.  Nothing  currently  in  the  neighborhood  producing  pollu- 
tants. Co-generation  plant  will  degrade  air  quality,  regardless  of  signifi- 
cance..." (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written 
comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

"...page  28.  That  shows  the  steam  distribution  system.  It's  a  pretty  good 
drawing...  It  helps  a  person  get  some  idea  [of]  what  they're  doing... when 
I  bought  my  house  I  had  no  idea  I  was  next  door  to  a  heating  plant.  But 
that  heating  plant  as  it  is  now  provides  heat  for  seven  buildings. .. It' s 
Xavier  Hall,  Gleeson,  Harney,  Campion,  St.  Ignatius,  Phel  an  and  the  Memo- 
rial Gym.  Now,  other  buildings  that  are  shown  there  have  their  own  indivi- 
dual plants.     For   example,    Kendrick   Hall,    Cowell . .  .Cowell    has    its  own 
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plant.  Gill  son  has  its  own  plant.  Healey  has  its  own  plant.  University 
Center  has  its  own  plant.  And... Loyola  Gym  has  its  own  plant.  And  the 
Health  and  Recreation  Center,  while  it  doesn't  exist  now,  there  is  another 
building  there  now,  Loyola  Hall  has  its  own  plant. 

"The  point  I'm  trying  to  make  is,  nobody  has  mentioned  this,  and  I  went  to 
these  meetings  at  the  university. . .nobody  except  me,  and  now  Mr.  Coan,  is 
aware  that  they're  talking  about  doubling  the  heating  load  on  that  plant. 
Nobody  mentioned  that.  What  they're  going  to  do  is  close  up  the  plants  in 
the  other  buildings. .  .Gil  1  son  won't  have  its  own  pi  ant. . .  Loyol  a  Gym  won't, 
Health  and  Recreation  Center  won't.  All  of  those  heating  loads  are  going 
to  be  added  to  the  plant  that  is  in  the  basement  of  Gleeson,  200  feet  from 
my  bedroom  wi  ndow. 

"I  just  mention  that  I  did  read  the  prospectus  and  it  says  if  there's  a 
strong  wind  blowing  all  the  time  there  is  no  problem.  Well,  if  there  is  a 
strong  wind,  that's  nice.  But  many  times  there  isn't  a  strong  wind  blowing 
all  the  time.  Daytime  in  the  summer,  the  wind  at  best  is  intermittent. 
Many  times,  it's  calm.  At  some  times  during  the  winter,  there's  an  inver- 
sion. During  those  times,  I  experience  a  real,  real  smuck  or  smog  right  in 
front  of  my  house.  Sometimes  I  wake  up  in  the  morning  and  it  gags  me.  (John 
Smal 1 ey) 

"I  live  just  50  feet  or  less  from  the  Smal leys.  I  have  never  experienced 
any  of  the  suffocating  fumes  which  Mr.  Small ey  refers  to.  It  may  be  that 
his  nose  is  more  sensitive  than  mine. ...And  I  don't  want  to  question  his 
veracity  or  his  sensitivity.  I  can  only  speak  from  my  own  experience." 
(Thor  Firing,  Temescal  Terrace  Association) 
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Response: 

Under  inversion  conditions  in  the  winter,  air  pollutants  are  trapped  near 
the  surface  and  do  not  disperse  as  they  do  under  other  conditions.  Even 
under  these  conditions,  it  is  not  expected  that  the  difference  in  having 
one  emission  point  rather  than  several  on  the  USF  campus  would  result  in 
detectable  differences  in  air  quality  at  an  individual  point  near  ground 
level  on  or  near  the  campus  because  some  air  dispersion  occurs  even  under 
inversion  conditions.  The  emissions  would  occur  above  the  top  of  Gleeson 
Library  and  the  emissions  would  be  relatively  dilute  because  natural  gas  is 
a  clean  burning  fuel  compared  to  oil,  gasoline,  coal  or  other  common  fuels. 
The  statement  on  DEIR  page  62-63  "and  would  be  subject  to  the  strong  prevail- 
ing winds  in  the  site  area  which  would  reduce  concentrations  of  emissions 
in  the  site  vicinity"  has  been  deleted. 

Footnote  6  has  been  added  to  Table  3,  Daily  Air  Pollutant  Emissions,  DEIR 
page  61,  stating  that  these  estimates  are  for  "Worst  case,  assuming  24-hour 
operation  at  full  load;    24-hour  operation  is  unlikely." 

Ai r  moni tori ng  data  are  available  for  two  sites  in  San  Francisco,  neither 
of  them  close  to  USF.  Since  there  is  no  basis  to  assume  that  present  air 
conditions  at  or  near  USF  are  significantly  worse  than  the  generally  clean 
San  Francisco  air,  because  no  unusual  air  pollution  generators  are  present 
on  or  near  campus,  or  that  the  project  would  produce  significant  air  pollu- 
tion, on-site  air  monitoring  and  modeling  of  dispersion  of  air  pollutants 
have  not  been  performed.  Modeling  could  be  requested  by  the  BAAQMD  if  they 
felt  there  was  a  need  for  it.  As  stated  on  DEIR  page  62,  "The  project... 
would  not  be  expected  to  affect  persons  working  or  residing  near  the  regen- 
eration System,   or  patients  of  St.  Mary's  Hospital    and  Medical  Center." 

150 


VIII.    Comments  and  Responses 


Hospital  patients  with  respiratory  system  conditions  would  be  expected  to 
be  most  sensitive  to  air  pollutants. 

AIR  QUALITY:    COOLING  TOWER  PLUME 
Comment : 

"Page  63.  How  many  days/year  will  plume  be  visible?"  (Dale  Carlson,  Stan- 
yan/Fulton  Nieghborhood    Association,    written    comments    of   May   10,  1985) 

Response: 

As  indicated  on  DEIR  page  63,  the  water  vapor  plume  "might  be  visible  on 
cool,  damp  days."  In  the  absence  of  detailed  information  on  temperature, 
relative  humidity  and  wind  speed  at  the  level  of  the  top  of  the  stack  on 
Gleeson  Hall,  the  number  of  days  when  the  plume  would  be  visible  cannot  be 
estimated. 

NOISE  MEASUREMENTS 
Comment : 

"Sound  was  measured  at  4  sites  not  near  the  location  of  the  proposed  power 
plant  which  will  generate  the  noise,  according  to  the  chart  on  Page  38. 
One  site,  used  to  measure  existing  sound,  was  1,200  feet  away;  another  was 
1,125  feet  away;  another  was  1,050  feet  away  from  the  power  plant.  The 
closest  was  225  feet  away;  it  measured  sound  only  for  15  minutes  at  11  AM 
and  4  PM  on  a  Wednesday  and  a  Thursday."  (Joel  Ventresca,  Haight-Ashbury 
Neighborhood  Council,  written  comments  of  April  25,  1985) 

Response: 

Additional  noise  measurements  were  made  inside  and  outside  of  the  boiler 
room  and  on  both  sides  of  Golden  Gate  Avenue  on  May  23,  1985,  by  Richard 
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Illingworth,  P.E.,  Charles  M.  Salter  Associates,  Inc.,  consultants  in 
acoustics,  to  assist  in  these  responses  to  comments.  Portions  of  the  EIR 
noise  discussions  have  been  revised  for  clarity  and  to  reflect  the  new 
measuranents.l 


NOTE: 

1.  Report  dated  May  29,  1985,  available  for  public  review  in  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  case  file. 


NOISE:  COMPARATIVE 
Comments : 

"...the  noise,  will  make  our  residences  a  less  desirable  place  for  us  to 
live,  and  will  certainly  lower  the  value  of  our  homes."    (Georjean  Hewitt) 

"My  wife  Tina  and  I  live  just  directly  across  Golden  Gate  Avenue.  Our  bed- 
room is  about  150  feet  from  the  site  where  they  propose  to  create  a  cogenera- 
tion  plant  in  the  basement  of  the  1  ibrary . . .  .thi  s  Environmental  Impact 
Report  makes  it  impossible  for  a  person  of  ordinary  and  average  intelligence 
to  determine  what  the  noise  levels  in  fact  will  be  at  the  point  where  it  is 
most  important,  where  the  people  live,  where  they  have  to  sleep.  I  have 
read  it.  There  are  some  concl usionary  statements  in  there,  but  you  cannot 
determine  what  the  noise  level  will  be. 

"I  cannot  believe  from  the  figures  that  are  set  forth  here  that  there  will 
not  be  a  substantial  increase  in  the  level  of  sound  in  my  bedroom  at  mid- 
night. . . 

"Occasionally  when  they're  doing  some  work,  they  open  the  door  out  onto  the 
street,  and   it  is  totally  and  absolutely  amazing.     I   can  hear  the  cuss 
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words  —  and  I  don't  mind  cuss  words  because  I  use  them  myself.  But  I  can 
hear  them  so  clearly,  150  feet  away  at  midnight  in  my  bedroom.  They  drop  a 
hammer,  I  jump  up  clear  out  of  bed  and  thought  somebody  broke  a  window. 
The  sound  carries  very  easy  and  very  strongly.  And  I  do  not  think  that  it 
is  appropriate  that  a  person  who  lives  in  these  homes  be  subjected  to  the 
kind  of  noise  that  I  think  is  apparent  that  is  going  to  emanate  from  this 
pi  ant . 

"At  least  from  the  figures  and  the  information  that  is  furnished  to  us,  a 
reasonable  determination  cannot  now  be  made  on  a  factor  that  I  think  is 
important  and  must  be  made  prior  to  approval  of  this  Environmental  Impact 
Report  and  the  project."    (George  Coan) 

"I  live  directly  across  the  street  from  the  library.  My  address  is  60  Temes- 
cal.  It  stretches  along  Golden  Gate  to  the  back  of  his  house  [Coan's] 
which  stretches  along  until  it  gets  to  Chabot...I  wanted  to  just  say  some- 
thing about  the  noise.  Mr.  Coan  mentioned  that.  Of  course,  I  have  exper- 
ienced the  same  thing.  I  have  lived  opposite  that  for  20  years."  (John 
Smal  1  ey) 

"...insufficient  ...  discussion  of  the. . .noi se. . ."  (Calvin  Welch,  Haight- 

Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council) 

"What  will  be  the  noise  level  at  night?  There  is  no  data  presented  on  night- 
time background  noise  near  the  power  plant  only  daytime  measures  which  are 
not  close  to  the  proposed  project  location.  There  is  no  24  hour  measure  of 
sound  at  the  power  site. 

"The  power  plant  will  be  140  feet  from  the  nearest  residence  across  the 
street  which  is  a  mixed  single  family,  multi  family  residential  neighborhood. 
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"Will  this  project  increase  day  or  night  noise  from  the  site  and  if  so,  how 
much? 

"The  EIR  states  that  the  average  indoor  noise  level  for  nearby  residences 
will  be  equivalent  to  the  noise  level  in  an  unoccupied  auditorium  with  an 
air  conditioning  system  running.    This  is  not  reassuring  to  me. 

"How  much  noise  is  generated  at  the  site  now?  Obviously,  noise  at  the  site 
will  increase."  (Joel  Ventresca,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council, 
written  comments  of  April  25,  1985) 

"...comments  are  going  to  focus  on  the  need  for  this  EIR  to  provide  compara- 
tive data,  what  the  situation  is  now  with  the  existing  boiler  plant  and  the 
noise  that  it  generates. . .versus  what's  going  to  happen  when  the  cogenera- 
tion  plant,  if  it's  installed,  is  installed. 

"If  there's  a  noise  probl em . . .and  it's  hard  to  tell  from  this  EIR  whether 
or  not  those  things  are  in  fact  going  to  be  problems  —  the  university  is 
going  to  suffer  along  with  us.  Those  things  need  to  be  discussed."  (Dale 
Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  public  hearing  comments) 

"...information  is  not  presented  in  a  fashion  readily  comprehendable  to  lay- 
people.  This  is  particularly  troublesome  for  data  describing.  ..noise. .  .im- 
pacts. Wherever  possible,  please  compare  existing  conditions  (e.g.  noise 
levels)  with  those  anticipated  after  project  completion.  More  tables  and 
the  use  of  standard  units  will  be  helpful... 

"Page  7.  In  simple  terms,  will  one  hear  noise  from  the  heat  radiator  et. 
al  .  across  the  street?    In  nearby  homes? 
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"Page  65.    Provide  indoor  ambient  noise  levels. 

"[Page  66].  Entire  discussion  hard  to  understand.  Table  of  comparative 
data  needed.  Current  noise  level  inside  homes  vs.  noise  level  inside  with 
project,  etc. 

"Will  streets  be  torn  up  for  piping  between  plant,  Rec  Center?  (Dale  Carl- 
son, Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10, 
1985) 

"I  think  what  everybody  has  said  about  the  noise  shows  that  the  --  I  think 
probably  in  here  it  does  say  what  the  real  picture  is  going  to  be,  but  it's 
very  difficult  to  know  what  that  is.  I  think  Mr.  Carlson's  suggestion  about 
comparative,  what  it  is  now  and  what  it  will  be,  because,  in  reading  it,  I 
can't  exactly  tell  whether  someone's  living  room  at  night  indoors  will  be 
affected  by  this  or  not.  It  does  say  that  people  won't  be  kept  awake  by  it, 
but  I  am  not  all  that  sure  it  should  be  even  heard. ..the  information  we  are 
looking  for  is  not  just  how  it  relates  to  the  city-wide  ordinance  or  any 
other  ordinance,  but  is  it  heard  when  somebody  is  just  walking  around  the 
neighborhood  at  night?  A  lot  of  people  walk  up  there.  People  are  on  the 
campus  walking.     Who's  going  to  hear  it  and  how  much  will  they  near?.... 

"...we  could  conceivably  face  the  question  about  cogeneration  from  every 
other  institution  in  the  city.  And  do  we  then  want  our  neighborhoods  to  be 
places  where  instead  of  hearing  peace  and  quiet  or  just  hearing  a  fire  en- 
gine or  just  hearing  street  noise,  we  are  also  going  to  hear  a  plant  gene- 
rating noise... 

"...I  think  the  EIR  has  to  tell  what  it  will  be  and  then  if  there  is  any  way 
that  the  university  can  go  further  in  noise  control   so  that  there  will  be 
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no  sound. ..in  existing  residences,  as  well  outside  where  they're  walking 
and  relaxing. 

"Does  their  power  plant  that  exists  now  make  any  noise?  I  guess  that's 
what  we  are  talking  about.  And  if  it  does,  when  does  it?  Because  maybe  the 
current  thing  is  enough  better  so  we  shouldn't  be  doing  it.  And  the  only 
way  we  are  going  to  know  is  if  we  know  exactly  what  their  current  plant 
does  and  what  its  condition  is  and  then  what  this  one  would  be,  very 
clearly."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

Response: 

The  last  sentence  of  the  first  complete  paragraph  on  EIR  p.  65  has  been 
modified  to  read:  "The  daytime  ambient  noise  level  (Lgg)  in  the  nearest 
residential  area  is  44-47  dBA  and  the  minimum  ambient  noise  level  drops  to 
38  to  46  dBA  during  the  night,  depending  on  wind  and  traffic  conditions 
(for  existing  background  noise  levels,  see  Table  2,  p.  39).  The  minimum 
noise  level  occurs  about  3-4  AM  and  is  at  the  higher  end  of  the  nighttime 
range  when  there  is  wind,  as  typically  occurs  in  the  summer." 

The  following  new  paragraph  has  been  added  after  the  first  complete  paragraph 
on  EIR  p.  66: 

"When  the  sound  level  inside  the  boiler  room  was  73  dBA,  the  sound  level 
outside  the  door  to  the  boiler  room  was  65  dBA^a,  the  level  directly  in  front 
of  the  louvers  in  the  boiler  room  wall  facing  the  homes  opposite  the  boiler 
on  Golden  Gate  Avenue  was  50  dBA,  the  level  outside  of  the  homes  across  the 
street  was  44  dBA,  and  the  level  inside  Gleeson  Library  directly  above  the 
boilers  was  40  dBA.  For  comparative  purposes,  the  sound  level  of  cars 
passing  the  homes  across  the  street  was  60  to  70  dBA." 
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Footnote  2a  has  been  added  to  EIR  p.  72: 

"Richard  Illingworth,  telephone  conversation  of  31  May  1985." 

Opening  the  doors  to  the  boiler  room  between  9:30  and  11:00  PM  had  no  effect 
on  the  noise  levels  measured  across  the  street  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue.  The 
louvers  already  transmit  so  much  noise  towards  the  homes  across  the  street 
that  no  change  can  be  detected  when  the  doors  are  opened.  During  the  day 
the  sound  of  the  existing  boilers  is  barely  audible  on  the  near  side  of 
Golden  Gate  and  inaudible  across  the  street.  In  the  evening,  up  to  11  PM 
the  sound  is  barely  detectable  by  instrument  across  the  street  on  Golden 
Gate.  As  stated  on  EIR  page  66,  the  new  engine  would  produce  the  same 
sound  level  as  the  present  boilers;  so  no  change  in  ambient  noise  levels 
would  occur  due  to  the  engine. 

From  the  paragraph  starting  on  the  bottom  of  EIR  p.  66  to  the  end  of  the 
section  on  p.  67,  the  text  has  been  revised  to  read: 

"Noise  generated  by  exhaust  of  the  diesel  engine  generator  through  the 
existing  stack  on  top  of  Gleeson  Library  could  exceed  ambient  levels  by  up 
to  7  dBA  at  3:00  AM  on  calm  nights  if  the  Cogeneration  System  were  running 
at  maximum  level;  however,  the  unit  would  not  be  run  at  maximum  level  at 
3  AM  since  most  buildings  would  neither  be  occupied  nor  heated. 

"Present  daytime  indoor  background  sound  levels  at  the  homes  across  from 
Gleeson  Library  are  about  30  to  35  dBA  with  windows  closed,  35  to  40  dBA 
with  windows  open,  and  45  to  55  dBA  with  windows  open  facing  Golden  Gate 
Avenue,  when  cars  drive  by.  At  30  dBA,  indoors,  with  the  windows  shut,  the 
indoor  sound  level  would  be  dominated  by  the  sounds  of  refrigerators, 
electric  clocks,  etc. 
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"Noise  would  be  generated  by  the  engine  generator,  the  heating  boilers, 
the  exhaust  stack  and  the  radiator.  The  maximum  cumulative,  unmitigated 
night  noise  level  outside  the  buildings  across  the  street  would  be  63  dBA. 
Use  of  a  two-speed  fan  operated  at  the  lower,  quieter  speed  at  night,  a 
noise  insulating  enclosure  around  the  radiator  unit,  and  other  design  noise 
mitigation  measures  would  reduce  the  noise  level  outside  the  nearest  homes 
to  35  dBA  and  the  level  inside  to  30  dBA.3  30  dBA  is  within  the  range  of 
the  existing  ambient  noise  level  at  night,  so  the  proposed  project  would  not 
change  current  conditions  in  the  area.  A  sound  level  of  30  dBA  is  the 
typical  noise  level  in  an  unoccupied  auditorium  with  just  the  air-condi- 
tioning system  running.  A  summary  of  current  noise  levels  at  residences 
near  the  Gleeson  Library  boiler  plant  and  projected  levels  with  the  cogene- 
ration  plant  is  given  in  Table  3A,  p.  41." 

The  nearest  general  campus  walkway  to  the  boiler  plant  is  midway  between 
Gleeson  Library  and  Harney  Hall  where  the  noise  level  is  about  60  dBA  and 
noise  from  the  boiler  cannot  be  distinguished  from  noise  from  mechanical 
equipment  in  Harney  Hal  1 . ^  People  walking  on  campus  or  on  Parker  Street 
would  not  notice  any  difference  from  current  conditions. 

There  are  other  possible  noise-reducing  mitigation  measures  which  have  not 
been  incorporated  in  the  project,  such  as  replacement  of  the  louvers  in  the 
front  of  the  boiler  room  portion  of  Gleeson  Library  with  sound  attenuating 
#  louvers.    The  following  mitigation  measure  has  been  added  to  EIR  p.  91: 

"Measure  that  Could  be  Implemented  by  Public  Agency" 

The  Planning  Commission,  in  consultation  with  an  acoustical  engineer  could 
establish  as  a  condition  of  the  conditional  use  permit  that  a  sound  level 
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Table  3A.    Noise  Levels  at  Nearest  Homes  With  and  Without 
the  Cogeneration  Plant  (dBA) 


Location 


Present  Noise  Level 


Daytime 
With 
Boil er 


Night2 
Wi  thout 
Bo  i  1  er 


Noise  Level  With 
Cogeneration  Plants- 


Day 


Night 


Outside,  car  60-70 
driving  by 

Outside  44-47 

Inside,  50-60 
windows  open, 
car  driving  by 

Inside, 

windows  open  35-40 
Inside, 

windows  closed  30-3  5 


463 
45-55 


30-3  5 


25-30 


60-70 
47 

50-60 


40 

35 


46 

45-55 


30-35 
25-30 


1.  Assumes  use  of  a  two  speed  fan  running  at  the  slower,  quieter  speed  at 
night. 

2.  Minimum  ambient  noise  levels   found  at  3-5  AM  on  24-hour  recordings. 

3.  On  quieter  streets,  further  from  USF,  on  quiet  nights,  the  minimum 
noise  level  may  be  as  low  as  38  dBA.  No  cogeneration  system  noise  could  be 
heard  at  this  distance. 


Source:  Charles  M.  Salter  Associates,  Robert  E.  Fishman,  P.E.,  and  Bendix 
Environmental  Research,  Inc. 


survey  be  performed  under  specific  conditions  after  operation  of  the  Cogen- 
eration System  begins  and  require  that  if  the  sound  level  proves  to  be 
above  a  specified  level,  additional  noise  mitigation  measures  would  have  to 
be  installed." 
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Temporary  construction  noise  (about  one  week)  would  occur  during  normal 
working  hours  when  connections  between  the  Cogeneration  System  and  the 
Recreation  Center  were  installed  under  Parker  Street.  The  140  ft.  distance 
from  the  cogeneration  facility  to  the  nearest  homes  was  stated  in  DEIR, 
page  70. 


NOTE: 

1.    Richard  Illingworth,  telephone  conversation  of  May  31,  1985. 


NOISE  QUALITY 
Comments: 

"I  think  that  the  kind  of  noise  that  we  are  talking  about  is  the  kind  of 
noise  that  those  of  us  who  have  been  on  ships  are  familiar  with  from  the 
air  conditioning  system.  In  office  buildings  that  have  poor  systems  of  air 
conditioning  noise  level,  we  are  all  familiar  with  that. 

"And  it's  the  kind  of  noise  that  will  get  to  you  after  a  while  because  a 
power  plant  creates  that  whirring  sound."    (George  Coan) 

Response: 

The  quality  of  the  noise  produced  by  the  cogeneration  system  would  not  be 
expected  to  be  perceptably  different  from  the  existing  ambient  noise.  As 
a  result  of  further  design  development  and  efforts  to  further  mitigate 
potential  noise  impacts,  a  decision  has  been  made  to  use  a  Waukesha  engine 
which  is  quieter  and  produces  a  higher  frequency  noise  which  would  be 
easier  to  shield  than  the  noise  from  the  engine  earlier  considered.  The 
new  heating  boilers  would  also  be  quieter  than  the  existing  boilers  under 
Gleeson  Library. 
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NOISE  REFLECTION 
Comment : 

"One  thing  I  think  that  tends  to  make  the  noise  particularly  dramatic  is  the 
fact  that  there's  a  60-foot  building  or  so  just  there.  In  other  words,  any 
noise  in  front  of  the  plant  has  to  go  somewhere.  It  tends  to  bounce  off 
the  building  and  bounce  to  the  houses.  We  tend  to  be  the  recipients  of  any 
noise  from  that  area.  I  guess  it  acts  like  a  sounding  board."  (John  Smal- 
ley) 

Response: 

The  noise  coming  out  of  the  louvers  is  already  directed  away  from  the  library 
building  so  it  is  not  reflected  by  the  building. 

NOISE:    DATA  SOURCE  AND  EQUIPMENT  SELECTION 
Comment: 

"Is  the  information  in  the  EIR  on  noise. ..and  vibration  based  upon  manufac- 
turer's specifications  and  mathematical  models,  or  are  they  based  on  actual 
experience  with  operating  power  plants  of  similar  size  and  type?"  (Joel 
Ventresca,  Haight-Ashbury   Neighborhood   Council,   public   hearing  comments) 

"...the  project  sponsor  has  not  decided  which  engine  to  use  yet,  so  how  can 
they  determine   the  level    of  noise  that   will    be  generated   at  the  site? 

"Twenty  pages  in  the  report  explain,  in  great  detail,  how  the  noise  problem 
will  be  insignificant  while  the  engine  which  will  be  the  source  of  the 
noise  hasn't  even  been  selected  yet..."  (Joel  Ventresca,  Haight-Ashbury 
Neighborhood  Council,  written  comments  of  April  25,  1985) 
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Response: 


Footnotes  2a  and  2b  have  been  added  to  EIR  p.  72  to  explain  the  basis  for 
the  statements  in  the  second  complete  paragraph  on  EIR  p.  66  that  the  pre- 
sent sound  level  in  the  boiler  room  is  75  dBA  and  would  not  change  with  the 
project : 


"2a.  The  sound  level  in  the  boiler  room,  with  two  out  of  four  boilers  oper- 
ating, is  73  dBA.  With  all  four  boilers  operating,  the  level  would  be 
expected  to  be  2-3  dBA  higher,  or  75-76  dBA.  This  difference  would  not  be 
audibl  e. 

"2b.  There  can  be  a  sizeable  variation  in  the  noise  produced  by  different 
engines  of  the  same  size.  The  noise  and  vibration  estimates  in  the  DEIR 
are  worst  case  estimates  based  on  information  developed  by  Dr.  Laymon  Mil- 
ler of  Bolt  Beranik  and  Newman,  Inc.,  Cambridge,  Massachusetts.  Dr.  Miller 
measured  equipment  under  a  variety  of  conditions  and  developed  a  technique 
that  predicts  levels  as  high  or  higher  than  the  sound  level  generated  by 
95%  of  the  pieces  of  equipment  that  he  measured.  Therefore,  95%  of  engines 
of  appropriate  size  for  this  project  would  be  expected  to  generate  sound 
levels  lower  than  those  stated  in  this  EIR.  The  relevant  portion  of  this 
report  is  available  for  public  review  in  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review 
case  file." 


Neither  the  acoustical  consultant  nor  the  design  engineer  have  any  actual 
measurements  on  the  noise  produced  by  cogeneration  systems  similar  to  the 
proposed  system.  Telephone  conversations  with  several  operators  of  cogener- 
ation systems  reveals  that  they  have  made  no  measurements  because  they  have 
not  encountered  any  noise  problems.  The  California  Institute  of  Technology 
(CalTech),  in  Pasadena,  California,  is  a  postsecondary  educational  institu- 
tion in  a  residential  neighborhood.  CalTech  has  an  operating  1  mW  cogener- 
ation facility  (the  USF  facility  would  be  1.5  mW).  The  west  wall  of  the 
facility  is  about  15  feet  from  a  residential  street  with  a  private  school 
immediately  across  the  street.  The  administration  building  of  this  school 
is  within  about  100  feet  of  the  cogeneration  plant.  No  noise  measurenents 
have  been  made  at  the  facility  because  no  one  has  noticed  any  noise  problem. 
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CalTech  specified  that  a  maximum  of  85  dBA  was  to  be  produced  by  the  equip- 
ment at  a  distance  of  one  meter  from  the  equi pment.*  San  Francisco  State 
specified  that  the  engine  generator  unit  not  exceed  100  dBA  five  feet  from 
the  unit.2 

NOTES: 

1.  Telephone  conversation  with  George  Fielding,  California  Institute  of 
Technology,  Pasadena,  California,  May  14,  1985. 

2.  Complete  specifications  available  for  public  review  in  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  case  file. 


NIGHT  OPERATION  NOISE 
Comment : 

"The  university  assures  us  that  they  will  turn  down  the  radiator  at  night 
on  the  roof  of  the  library  because  it  might  cause  sleep  disturbance  for 
nearby  residents,  but  elsewhere  in  the  report  we  learn  the  plant  might 
operate  from  16  to  24  hours  a  day  (page  90)."  (Joel  Vantresca,  Haight- 
Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  written  comments  of  April  25,  1985) 

Response: 

It  is  not  expected  that  the  Cogeneration  System  would  ever  be  operated  at 
maximum  level  at  night  because  unoccupied  classroom  and  administrative 
buildings  would  not  be  heated  at  this  time. 

NOISE:     SAN  FRANCISCO  STATEj:0GENERATI0N  FACILITY 
Comments : 

"According  to  Robert  Carpenter,  San  Francisco  State's  energy  resource 
management  engineer,  vibrations   from  utility  lines   under  the  street  have 
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been  a  problem,  as  well  as  noise  vibrations  from  their  generator  which  is 
louder  than  a  jet  engine.  For  example,  he  explained  to  me  that  simply 
opening  the  door  to  the  plant  sent  noise  out  from  the  plant  and  it  could  be 
heard  a  mile  away.  After  the  system  was  on  line  the  university  had  to  go 
back  in    and    place    additional    equipment    in   the    plant   to    reduce  noise. 

"This  plant  is  1/2  the  size  of  the  one  proposed  at  USF."  (Joel  Ventresca, 
Ha ight-Ashbury  Neighborhood   Council,  written  comments  of  April   25,  1985) 

Response: 

A  letter  from  Robert  L.  Carpenter,  Energy  Resource  Management  Engineer,  San 
Francisco  State  University,  is  reproduced  in  its  entirety  on  the  next  page 
of  these  responses. 

NOISE  UNITS  AND  FACTORS 
Comment  : 

"Page  40.  Why  is  daytime  background  noise  described  as  a  range  of  decibels 
that  is  exceeded  90%  of  the  time? 

"Page  66.  Source  for  extrapolation  of  indoor  to  outdoor  noise  levels." 
(Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of 
May  10,  1985) 

"What  is  the  percentage  and  net  increase  in  the  noise  level  if  this  project 
is  built?..."  (Joel  Ventresca,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  written 
comments  of  April  25,  1985.)  \ 
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San  Francisco  State  University 


1600  HOltOWAY  AVENUE    •    SAN  fBANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94132 


DEPARTMENT  OF  FACILITIES  PLANNING  AND  OPERATIONS 


May  21,  1985 


H  E  C  E  I  ^  D 

W  2  4  1985 

BENDIX  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESEARC 


Mr.  Gilbert  Bendix 
Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
1390  Market  Street,  Suite  902 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Subject:    Cogeneration  Plant 

Dear  Mr.  Bendix: 

It  is  unfortunate  that  I  was  misquoted  by  the  Haigf^Ashbury 
Neighborhood  Council  to  the    San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 
on  April  25,  1985.    Facts  regarding  the  San  Francisco  State 
University  cogeneration  plant  are  as  follows: 


1.  The  cogeneration  system  is  a  reciprocating  engine  with  725  kw 
generator  located  near  Parkmerced  and  Ocean  neighborhood 
areas.    Operation  is  247hours  per  day. 

2.  Vibration  from  the  system  was  a  problem  within  the  building 
where  it  is  located  (sub^basement  of  a  157Story  dormitory). 
However,  this  problem  was  corrected  once  isolation  material 
was  installed  between  the  engines-generator  and  the  concrete 
pad.  "Vibration  from  utility  lines  under  the  streets"  has 
never  been  a  problem. 

3.  Engine  noise  was  a  problem  within  the  building.    Once  the 
engine-generator  room  was  better  insulated,  this  problem  was 
remedied.    Although  true  that  noise  can  carry  a  considerable 
distance  while  the  engine  is  operating  if  the  loading  bay 
doors  are  open,  this  problem  is  alleviated  by  keeping  the 
doors  shut. 


Please  feel  free  to  distribute  this  letter  as  you  deem  necessary. 
Thank  you  for  bringing  this  matter  to  my  attention. 


Robert  L.  Carpenter 

Energy  Resource  Management  Engineer 

RLC:bc 
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Response: 

It  is  standard  acoustical  practice  and  routine  San  Francisco  EIR  practice 
to  describe  background  noise  levels  in  terms  of  the  noise  level  exceeded 
90%  of  the  time,  L90,  because  this  represents  the  noise  level  when  no  noise 
producing  events  are  taking  place. 

The  extrapolation  from  outdoor  noise  levels  to  indoor  noise  levels  with  win- 
dows open  and  closed  is  made  with  standard  engineering  factors  based  on 
measurements  in  buildings  of  a  variety  of  types  of  construction. * 

Noise  levels  cannot  be  meaningfully  discussed  in  terms  of  percentages  be- 
cause the  nature  of  human  perception  of  sound  energy  is  such  that  it  has 
to  be  represented  by  a  logarithmic  scale.  Values  expressed  in  logarithmic 
units  cannot  be  compared  on  the  basis  of  percentage  changes. 

NOTE: 

1.  Richard  R.  II 1 ingsworth,  P.E.,  Noise  Section,  USF  Recreaction  Center/ 
Cogeneration  Facility  EIR,  June  18,  1984,  and  Preliminary  Environmental 
Noise  Assessment,  USF  Cogeneration  facility,  Gleeson  Library  Site,  October 
18,  1984,  available  for  public  review  in  the  case  file  at  the  Department  of 
City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street. 


NOISE  TIMING  CONTROL 
Comment: 

"Could  noise  of  jackhammers  be  restricted  to  later  in  the  morning?"  (Dale 
Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May 
10,  1985) 
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Response: 

The  Director  of  Public  Works  has  the  power  to  restrict  the  time  of  operation 
of  noisy  equipment.  Time  restrictions  could  also  be  made  a  condition  of 
approval  of  the  conditional  use  permit.  Suggestions  for  such  conditions 
can  be  made  to  the  Planning  Commission  at  the  time  of  consideration  of  the 
conditional  use  and  to  the  Director  of  Public  Works  prior  to  issuance  of  the 
building  permit. 

NOISE  AND  INSULATION 
Comment: 

"Can  insulation  of  homes  reduce  noise  impact?  Any  resources  available  to 
cover  cost?  (City,  PG&E,  project  sponsor?)"  (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton 
Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

Thermal  insulation  to  mitigate  heat  transfer  through  the  outside  of  build- 
ings also  acts  as  noise  insulation.  PG&E  has  a  low  cost  thermal  insulation 
program.  The  project  sponsor  would  not  pay  for  acoustic  insulation  because 
the  construction  noise  impacts  would  be  temporary  and  the  proposed  project 
would  not  cause  detectable  noise  impacts. 

CUMULATIVE    NOISE  IMPACTS  ON  MCALLISTER  STREET  HOMES 
Comment : 

"McAllister  Street  homes  could  be  affected  if  Rec  Center,  St.  Mary's  office 
tower  are  both  under  construction  [at  the  same  time]."  (Dale  Carlson, 
Stanyan/Ful  ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

167 


VIII.    Comments  and  Responses 


Response: 

As  stated  on  DEIR  p.  71,  "There  is  the  potential  for  either  slightly  higher 
noise  levels  during  construction  or  an  increased  amount  of  time  persons 
might  be  exposed  to  construction  noise  for  residents  located  between"  St. 
Mary's  and  USF  if  construction  took  place  at  the  same  time. 

PARKING:  GENERAL 
Comments: 

"We  note  that  the  proposed  Health  and  Recreation  Center  will  provide  172 
parking  spaces;  because  parking,  based  on  what  was  written  in  the  report, 
would  be  free  for  users  of  the  complex,  it  is,  in  fact,  subsidizing  parking 
for  automobile  users.  If  USF  is  subsidizing  parking  for  automobile  users 
by  their  not  charging  the  full  market  value  for  parking  spaces,  USF  should 
also  subsidize  transit  passes  for  both  employees  and  students  as  a  transpor- 
tation mitigation  measure."    (K.L.  Wong,  MUNI) 

"I  have  resided  at  103  Beaumont  since  the  1940' s  and  feel  their  plan,  if  ef- 
fected, will  be  very  detrimental  to  our  residential  neighborhood. 

"Already  our  parking  spaces  are  practical ly  nil .  They  say  they  will  encour- 
age participants  at  their  facility  to  use  public  transportation.  However, 
our  street  parking  is  already  taken  up  with  their  students'  cars,  so  this 
encouragement  is  meaningless."    (Georjean  Hewitt) 

"Another  point  I  wish  to  make  in  regard  to  the  evening  parking  for  this 
facility,  it  must  be  free  and  made  known  to  the  users  of  this  facility  to 
keep  their  cars  off  the  neighborhood  streets  surrounding  the  facility.  As 
it  is  now  people  avoid  parking  in  the  lot  because  of  nominal   cost.  They 
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park  in  our  neighborhood  which  is  particularly  hard  for  the  residences 
along  McAllister  who  have  no  garages  as  a  result  of  having  had  an  easement 
taken  away  to  the  rear  of  their  properties  at  a  time  when  parking  was  not 
such  a    nightmare   as    it    is   now    in   this   city  today."     (Mark  Terjesen) 

"The  parking  in  the  neighborhood  is  a  staggering  problem.  That  is  up  to 
restricted  neighborhood  parking  to  solve.  It's  beyond  the  university's 
resources  to  solve  it,  I  think.  So,  the  rec  center  as  revised  seems  like 
a  workable  design"    (Ted  Thompson) 

"Our  major  question,  and  I  disagree  with  Ted  Thompson  on  this  one  point,  I 
don't  think  just  controlled  parking  is  a  total  answer  or  total  solution. 
But  I  do  agree  with  Ted,  I  don't  think  it's  a  totally  solvable  problem 
either.  But  the  university  has  gone  on  record  at  our  public  meetings  with 
them  as  saying  they  would  like  some  guidance  from  the  City  traffic  engi- 
neers, that  they  are  not  happy  either  with  their  parking  plan  for  the  lot 
that  will  run  along  Parker  and  Turk.  And  we  would  like  some  type  of  guaran- 
tee from  your  group,  if  possible,  that  you  will  give  advice  to  the  univer- 
sity and  that  we  will  have  a  further  chance  to  come  back  and  view  the 
parking  problem.  That  is  the  main  criteria  of  our  finding  fault,  if  at 
all,  with  the  Recreation  Center  at  this  point."  (Bob  Lee,  Francisco 
Heights  Civic  Association) 

"At  this  time  daytime  parking  for  USF  is  sorely  inadequate.  Your  report 
does  not  take  this  under  consideration.  Cars  are  illegally  parked  in  cross- 
walks, bus  zones  and  across  street  corners  creating  traffic  hazards. 
Studem  may  come  for  only  one  or  two  classes  a  day  and  will  not  use  a  Lone 
Mountain  parking  lot  since  they  must  negotiate  a  steep  hill  and  one 
residential  block  to  get  to  the  main  campus. 
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"Planned  restricted  neighborhood  parking  via  preferential  permits  increases 
costs  to  us  residents  and  to  the  city  due  to  enforcement  personnel.  Why 
should  both  the  neighbors  and  the  city  be  penalized  further  for  problems 
created  by  tax  free  USF  and  St.  Mary's? 

"I  am   against    further  development   until    present   problems   are  resolved. 

"The  EI  report  should  include  existing  deficiencies  as  a  determination  for 
approval.  Environmental  Impact  may  be  a  recent  requirement  but  it  should 
not  ignore  pre-existing  conditions  which  can  be  resolved. 

"The  funding  capabilities  of  USF  are  only  so  great.  If  the  health  center  is 
built  first  the  chances  of  getting  the  parking  solved  are  decreased  severely 
if  not  lost  completely."    (H.  Fred  Burger) 

"Page  5.  No  information  offered  on  actual  parking  demand  of  Rec  Center. 
If  1850  of  the  4000  weekday  trips  are  by  auto,  172  spaces  hardly  seems  suf- 
ficient. 

"Page  7.    How  many  added  spaces  on  main  campus  by  restripping?. . . 

"How  many  new  spaces  on  main  campus?  On  Lone  Mountain?"  (Dale  Carlson, 
Stanyan/Ful  ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

Parking  impacts  were  discussed  on  DEIR  pages  77-78,  where  it  was  stated  that 
"Currently,  vehicle  occupancy  at  the  three  lots  drops  to  less  than  30%  after 
6  PM  on  weekdays.  Assuming  this  trend  continues,  there  would  be  adequate 
space  available  to  accommodate  the  projected  increase  in  weekday  PM  peak 
demand.    During  daytime  hours,  no  new  parking  demand  would  be  generated  by 
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the  proposed  project,  assuming  that  alumni  and  neighborhood  use  is  restrict- 
ed as  expected." 

Single  passenger  vehicles  pay  $36.80  per  term  ($38.40  for  campus  residents) 
for  daytime  parking  and  $14.95  per  term  for  nighttime  parking.  The  fees  go 
up  each  year.  The  University  does  not  wish  to  charge  fees  at  or  closer  to 
"full  market  value"  because  this  would  displace  parking  from  the  campus 
into  the  surrounding  neighborhood.  Bicycle  parking  is  free.  With  the  pre- 
sent parking  fee  schedule,  some  drivers  who  have  purchased  stickers  still 
park  on  the  street  in  the  daytime  rather  than  use  more  remote- parki ng  and 
walk  several  blocks.  If  a  residential  preferential  parking  system  were  to 
be  established  according  to  Article  15  of  the  Traffic  Code,  it  would  be 
expected  to  shift  these  vehicles  to  remote  on-campus  parking  lots  such  as 
those  east  and  west  of  Memorial  Gymnasium,  which  have  the  capacity  to  absorb 
additional  vehicles.  Campus  parking  for  Recreation  Center  users  would  not 
be  free. 

USF  has  a  program  to  encourage  on-campus  parking  and  car-pooling  by  provi- 
sion of  free  campus  parking  to  qualifying  pool  vehicles.  The  Tranportation 
Broker  informs  students  about  public  transit  services,  sells  MUNI  Fast 
Passes,  and  provides  a  computer  carpool  matching  service. 

Commentors'  statements  about  the  lack  of  available  street  parking  are  con- 
firmed by  the  "Greater  Haight-Ashbury  Cumulative  Assessment  Report":  The 
USF/St.  Mary's  area  parking  survey,  which  included  the  entire  Greater 
Haight  Ashbury  area  north  of  Page  Street  between  Stanyan  Street  and  Ashbury 
Street,  revealed  a  91-100  percent  occupancy  of  on-street  parking  in  the 
area  during  daytime  hours... 
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In  evaluating  the  cumulative  impact  of  proposed  projects  in  the  Haight- 
Ashbury  area,  this  report  states:  "In  both  [USF  and  UCSF]  areas,  the  pro- 
posed projects  would  provide  ample  off-street  parking  to  satisfy  new  de- 
mands generated.  However,  new  on-street  parkers  may  be  nonetheless  gener- 
rated  by  these  developments  because  on-street  parking  is  convenient  to  get 
into  and  out  of  and,  in  both  areas,  it  is  free... A  residential  preferential 
parking  district  or  other  form  of  restriction  in  the  area  near  USF  and  St. 
Mary's  could  be  used  to  further  discourage  additional  on-street  parking  by 
visitors."  A  residential  preferential  parking  system  already  exists  near 
UCSF.  The  comment  about  the  costs  of  a  preferential  parking  system  is 
i  s  acknowl  edged . 

Development  of  the  Recreation  Center  would  result  in  a  permanent  loss  of 
seven  spaces  on  the  project  block.  As  indicated  on  DEIR  page  77,  other 
lots  at  USF  would  be  reengineered  to  create  nine  additional  spaces  to 
compensate  for  this  loss  and  as  indicated  in  footnote  10,  page  80,  the 
relevant  study  is  in  Department  of  City  Planning  case  files  available  for 
public  review.  Since  publication  of  the  DEIR,  the  parking  plan  has  been 
revised  to  show  186  spaces,  which  is  two  more  than  the  184  existing  at  the 
beginning  of  the  planning  process  for  this  project.  Restriping  for  nine  of 
these  spaces  was  done  in  March  1985.  The  following  changes  have  been  made 
in  the  DEIR  to  reflect  new  parking  information. 

The  Summary  has  been  updated,  DEIR  p.  5,  beginning  of  the  first  complete 
paragraph  to  read:  "Parking  on  the  site  (currently  184  spaces  in  three  lots) 
would  be  consolidated  into  one  177-space  lot  for  a  net  deficit  of  seven 
spaces  on-site."  and  EIR  pp.  7-8,  "On-campus  parking  lots  would  be  re- 
striped  and  reengineered  to  add  parking  to  offset  the  seven  space  reduction 
in  on-site  parking." 
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Figure  3,  DEIR  p.  15,  has  been  corrected  to  show  177  spaces. 

The  beginning  of  the  first  complete  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  20  has  been  updated 
to  read:  "Extending  along  Turk  St.,  from  the  east  side  of  the  Multi-purpose 
Court  Building  to  Parker  Ave.,  would  be  a  177-space  parking  lot  consolida- 
ting the  three  parking  lots  that  currently  exist  on  the  site." 

The  beginning  of  the  first  paragraph  of  the  DE IR  Parking  Impacts  section  on 
p.  77  has  been  updated  to  read:  "The  proposed  Recreation  Center  would  pro- 
vide a  single  177-space  on-site  surface  parking  lot  to  replace  the  three 
existing  on-site  lots,  which  contain  184  spaces.  The  proposed  lot  would 
result  in  a  seven  space  reduction  in  on-site  parking.  In  anticipation  of 
this  deficit,  other  main  campus  lots  at  USF  have  already  been  restriped  to 
create  nine  new  spaces. 10  These  nine  spaces  would  permanently  provide  two 
more  spaces  than  would  be  lost  due  to  the  project." 

The  following  addition  has  been  made  to  footnote  10,  p.  80: 

"Letter  from  Richard  Luckett,  Pflueger  Architects,  to  John  Hussey,  Office 

of  Environmental  Review,  March  21,  1985." 

The  number  of  parking  spaces  in  the  first  complete  paragraph  on  EIR  page  81 
has  been  changed  to  177. 

The  parking  lot  restriping  mitigation  measure  on  DEIR  page  91  has  been 
revised  as  follows:  "USF  would  re-engineer  and  restripe  parking  lots  to 
provide  177  spaces  on  Lone  Mountain."  Nine  spaces  on  the  main  campus  have 
already  been  created,  three  at  Plant  Services  and  six  behind  Cowel  1  Hall. 
See  also  p.  217,  last  paragraph. 

The  comment  on  DEIR  page  5  refers  to  4000  weekday  trips.  As  indicated  on 
DEIR  page  4,  95%  of  these  4000  trips  would  not  be  new  trips.  The  13-space 
parking  deficit  discussed  on  page  5  (now  seven  spaces,  as  indicated  above) 
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refers  to  project  changes  in  the  parking  lots.  More  than  seven  vacant 
spaces  would  be  available  in  other  campus  parking  lots.  Information  about 
the  actual  parking  demand  predicted  for  the  Recreation  Center  was  given  on 
DEIR  pages  4-5  and  77-78. 

As  indicated  on  DEIR  page  77,  the  Recreation  Center  would  generate  a  maxi- 
mum new  parking  demand  for  about  34  spaces  between  6  and  7  PM  on  weekdays 
when  there  is  a  70%  vacancy  rate  in  campus  parking  lots.  Despite  the 
avail  abil ity  of  campus  parking,  it  is  possible  that  some  drivers  would 
choose  to  use  on-street  parking.  As  indicated  on  DEIR  pages  77-78,  no 
new  parking  demand  would  be  generated  by  the  project  during  the  daytime 
when  street  parking  is  most  crowded,  so  the  project  would  not  affect  the 
existing  daytime  parking  situation. 

The  EIR  is  an  informational  document  and  does  not  establish  conditions  for 
the  granting  of  a  permit  for  the  project.  Suggestions  for  permit  conditions 
may  be  made  at  the  public  hearing! s)  at  which  the  conditional  use  permit(s) 
will  be  considered. 

PARKING  LOT  ENTRANCE  LOCATION 
Comments : 

"We  noted  in  Figure  3  that  the  existing  and  expanded  parking  lot's  driveway 
will  be  located  at  the  southwest  corner  of  Turk  Street  at  Parker  Avenue. 
MUNI  presently  has  a  bus  zone  for  the  inbound  (eastbound)  31-BALBOA  located 
at  the  same  southwest  corner  of  Turk  Street  at  Parker  Avenue.  We  believe 
that  this  existing  bus  zone  should  not  be  moved  as  this  location  would 
provide  better  transit  access  to  patrons  of  the  proposed  USF  Health  and 
Recreation  Center.     In  addition,  we  believe  that  locating  the  driveway  at 
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the  proposed  location  would  interfere  with  the  overall  traffic  flows  through 
the  intersection  of  Turk  Street  at  Parker  Avenue,  as  well  as  interfering 
with  the  use  of  the  bus  zone  and  creating  a  pedestrian  hazard  to  alighting 
bus  passengers  because  of  the  drop  curb. 

"Because  of  these  reasons,  we  believe  that  the  parking  lot  driveway  should 
be  moved    to    the   west    side   of   the    parking    lot."     (K.    L.    Wong,  MUNI) 

Response: 

The  wording  on  DEIR  page  20,  lines  eight  and  nine,  has  been  revised  to  read 
"The  entrance  to  the  consolidated  parking  lot  would  be  at  the  existing 
entrance  on  Turk  St.  (see  Figure  3,  p.  15)."  in  order  to  clarify  that  the 
existing  parking  lot  entrance  is  proposed  to  be  continued.  This  entrance 
to  the  parking  lot  has  been  in  existence  at  least  since  1929  according  to 
aerial  photos  of  the  site.* 

There  is  a  potential  pedestrian  safety  hazard  at  the  bus  stop  on  Turk  near 
Parker  because  the  rear  ends  of  buses  protrude  into  the  existing  USF  drive- 
way. Examination  of  computerized  1980  -  1985  accident  records  for  this  area 
indicates  no  accidents  associated  with  this  driveway  have  been  reported  in 
this  time  period. 2  Moving  the  Turk  St.  entrance  further  from  the  corner  to 
the  other  side  of  the  lot  would  be  more  expensive  and  would  result  in  the 
loss  of  several  parking  spaces  because  the  street  slopes  downward  with  a 
grade  of  8.91%^  and  a  ramp  would  have  to  be  created  to  get  to  the  level  of 
the  parking  lot.  An  entrance  on  Parker  St.  would  be  undesirable  because 
vehicles  driving  south  on  Parker  could  block  the  intersection  of  Parker  and 
Turk  Sts.  if  queuing  occurred  at  the  entrance  when  students  arrived  for  morn- 
ing classes. 
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The  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  to  EIR  page  91  as  the  third  mea- 
sure in  §  C:  "USF  staff  would  meet  with  staff  of  MUNI  and  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  to  discuss  the  entrance  to  the  parking  area  and  to  develop 
a  mutually  acceptable  parking  lot  design." 


NOTES: 

1.  Glenn  Loomis,  PI  ant  Manager,  University  of  San  Franci sco,  tel ephone  con- 
versation of  May  16,  1985. 

2.  Records  examined  at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  Traffic 
Traffic  Engineering  Division,  on  May  14,  1985,  by  Gilbert  G.  Bendix,  P.E., 
of  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc.,  on  behalf  of  the  Department  of  City 
PI  anni  ng. 

3.  Nick  Eisner,  Department  of  Public  Works,  Surveys  and  Mapping,  telephone 
conversation  of  May  31,  1985. 


CONSTRUCTION  PARKING 
Comment : 

"Page  91.  Where  on  site  is  construction  parking?  Will  it  displace  student 
vehicles?"  (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written 
comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

During  construction  of  the  Recreation  Center,  construction  workers  would 
park  on  one  of  the  lots  near  the  Recreation  Center  site  where  they  would 
displace  student  vehicles.  The  following  sentence  has  been  added  to  EIR 
page  78  at  the  end  of  the  first  partial  paragraph:  "Approximately  105 
parking  spaces  would  be  unavailable  during  the  18  months  of  construction. 
Some  temporary  replacement  parking  would  be  made  available  on  the  soccer 
field  (at   least   40   spaces). 1     Vehicles  displaced   by   construction  which 
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could  not  park  on  the  soccer  field  would  be  parked  elsewhere  on  campus  or 
on  streets  near  the  campus." 


NOTE: 

1.  Glenn  Loomis,  Plant  Manager,  University  of  San  Francisco,  telephone 
conversation  of  June  12,  1985. 


NEW  PARKING  STRUCTURE 
Comments : 

"They  have  a  project  of  $50  million  to  build  a  recreation  center,  and  they 
have  not  even  talked  about  parking  facilities. 

"...I  have  never  called  the  police  to  take  away  a  car  from  my  garage.  Many 
times,  students  park  in  front  of  the  car.  Many  times,  I  have  left  our  car 
there,  parked  in  front  of  my  garage,  take[n]  the  bus  to  come  downtown  or  to  a 
meeting.  If  they  build  that  $50  million  project  and  they  have  not  made 
plans... or  they  never  talk  about  making  more  garage  available."  (Tina 
Burgess  Coan) 

"Before  USF  spends  money  on  new  projects  existing  problems  should  (must) 
be  solved.  USF  needs  a  parking  garage  for  several  hundred  cars  on  its  main 
campus.  Two  sites  are  possible:  one  in  front  of  Gl  eeson  Hall  under  what  is 
now  a  lawn  or  at  Ul  rich  Field.  Undergroundi ng  would  be  favorable  to  lessen 
the  visual  impact  of  the  structure."    (H.  Fred  Burger) 

Response: 

Construction  of  a  parking  garage  on  campus,  or  other  provision  of  increased 
parking  would  tend  to  encourage  auto  commuters  and  discourage  use  of  public 
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transit.  To  the  extent  that  local  parking  problems  are  due  to  trips  to  St. 
Mary's  Hospital,  local  residences,  etc.,  a  parking  building  would  not  solve 
the  problem  unless  designed  large  enough  to  serve  non-campus  users.  A 
parking  building  would  require  a  conditional  use  permit.  Such  a  building 
would  not  meet  the  Planning  Code  §  204.5  requirement  that  the  parking  be 
used  only  by  "occupants,  patrons,  employees  or  services"  of  USF  and,  there- 
fore, would  not  qualify  as  accessory  parking.  Planning  Code  §157  would 
require  a  demonstration  that  no  detrimental  traffic  impacts  could  be  pro- 
duced. Application  of  various  other  provisions  of  the  Planning  Code  would 
be  considered    by   the   Zoning   Administrator   and   the   Planning  Commission. 

CHANGE  IN  NUMBER  OF  OM-STREET  PARKING  SPACES 
Comment : 

"What  is  the  gain  or  loss  of  on-street  parking  associated  with  these  pro- 
jects?" (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful  ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written 
comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

No  existing  street  parking  spaces  would  be  lost  due  to  the  proposed  project. 

TRANSPORTATION 
Comment : 

"Already  our  buses  are  packed  to  capacity."    (Georjean  Hewitt) 

"Page  4.  Provide  data  on  modal  split  for  these  trips.  Compare  with  split 
for  al  1  USF  trips. . . 

"Page  75.    Percentage  alumni  users  vs.  percentage  community  users. 


178 


VIII.    Comments  and  Responses 


"Page  76.      Provide    modal    split    for    USF    students,    faculty,  staff.... 

"Page  79.  Traffic  from  St.  Mary's  office  tower  should  be  factored  into  dis- 
cussion of  Parker,  Stanyan  intersections."  (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton 
Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

As  indicated  on  DEIR  page  78,  "The  proposed  Recreation  Center  would  generate 
approximately  44  new  MUNI  trips  on  weekdays.  About  10  of  these  trips  would 
occur  between  5  and  6  PM,  the  peak  hour  of  new  public  transit  use  by  people 
visiting  the  proposed  project.  Because  MUNI  trips  would  be  divided  among 
lines  5,  31  and  43,  all  of  which  serve  the  University,  no  one  line  would 
receive  all  10  of  the  trips,  thus  none  of  the  lines  would  be  measurably 
affected  by  new  transit  riders  from  the  Recreation  Center."  During  the  5-6 
PM  hour  there  are  26  buses  on  Line  5,  16  on  Line  31  and  10  on  Line  43;  1 
the  10  trips  would  be  distributed  over  these  52  buses.  According  to  the 
Greater  Haight-Ashbury  Cumulative  Assessment  Report,  the  31  line  is  the 
most  crowded  of  these  lines  and  the  only  one  of  them  on  which  MUNI's  service 
standard  is  exceeded. 2 

Modal  split  information  was  presented  on  DEIR  page  76.  Assumptions  for  use 
of  the  recreation  center  by  alumni  and  community  residents  and  the  basis  for 
these  assumptions  were  presented  on  DEIR  page  75. ^ 

The  1979  USF  TSM  (Transportation  Systems  Management)  Report  indicated  that 
the  modal  splits  were  as  follows:  students  -  55%  drive  alone,  12%  ride 
share,  20%  public  transit,  14%  walk  or  bicycle;  faculty  -  57%  drive  alone, 
24%  ride  share,  11%  public  transit,  8%  walk  or  bicycle;  staff  -  45%  drive 
alone,  19%  ride  share,  25%  public  transit,  12%  walk  or  bicycle;    and  facul- 
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ty  plus  staff  -  51%  drive  alone,  22%  ride  share,  18%  public  transit,  9% 
walk  or  bicycle  (numbers  may  not  add  to  100%  due  to  rounding).  The  overall 
modal  split  was  53%  drive  alone,  17%  ride  share,  19%  public  transit,  and 
12%  walk  or  bicycle.  A  1980  study  showed  that  implementation  of  the  TSM 
plan  had  resulted  in  a  shift  of  faculty  plus  staff  trips  to  42%  drive  alone, 
18%  ride  share,  24%  public  transit,  16%  walk  or  bicycle.4  The  modal  split 
used  for  the  USF  Recreation  Center  was  72%  auto  with  an  occupancy  rate  of 
1.75  persons  per  vehicle,  22%  MUNI,  6%  walk  or  bicycle. ^  in  comparison  to 
the  overall  campus  modal  split  this  is  a  higher  vehicle  use  rate,  a  similar 
transit  use  rate,  and  a  lower  walk  or  bicycle  use  rate. 

The  Greater  Haight  Ashbury  Cumulative  Assessment  Report  states  that  "Cumula- 
tively generated  traffic  would  not  change  the  level  of  service  rating  at 
any  intersection  in  the  study  area  and  volume-to-capacity  ratios  would 
increase  no  more  than  3  percent;  "6  therefore,  it  was  deemed  that  the  St. 
Mary's  office  tower  was  not  relevant  to  the  description  of  these  intersec- 
tions on  EIR  page  79. 


NOTES: 

1.  Total  of  in-  and  outbound  trips,  Seth  Green,  MUNI  Schedule  Department, 
telephone  conversation,  May  17,  1985. 

2.  Greater  Haight-Ashbury  Cumulative  Assessment  Report,  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning,  December  1984,  p.  31. 

3.  De  Leuw  Cather  &  Company,  Draft  Transportation  Systems  Management  Plan 
for  the  University  of  San  Francisco,  July  1979,  p.  12. 

4.  Ira  Fink  and  Associates,  Transportation  Systems  Management  Plan  Evalua- 
tion Study,  Final  Evaluation  Report,  University  of  San  Francisco,  December 
1980,  p.  7. 

5.  Greater  Haight-Ashbury  Report,  p.  41. 

6.  Greater  Haight-Ashbury  Report,  p.  45. 
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LAND  USE 
Comment : 

"...the  basic  objection  to  the  installation  of  a  commercial  power  plant... 
because  the  people  who  are  building  it  are  going  to  run  it,  are  going  to 
sell  their  electricity  to  the  university  for  a  good  number  of  years." 
(George  Coan) 

"In  the  beginning,  the  project  was  to  give  power  to  PG&E,  and  they  still 
have  that  in  the  back  of  their  mind."    (Tina  Burgess  Coan) 

"...the  council  is  concerned  over  the  question  of  ownership  and  feels  that 
the  EIR  is  somewhat  vague  and  that  it  would  be  helpful  to  policy  makers  to 
have  the    relationship  and   the   buy  back   power  made   abundantly  clear... 

"It's  a  smaller  project.  The  appropriateness  of  the  project,  however,  is 
still  a  real  question  to  the  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council.  It 
doesn't  make  a  lot  of  sense  to  put  a  power  plant  in  the  midst  of  a  residen- 
tial neighborhood.  And  certainly  it  doesn't  make  the  greatest  amount  of 
sense  to  put  such  a  facility  at  the  northern  end  of  the  campus  where  it 
most  directly  abuts  residences."  (Calvin  Welch,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood 
Council ) 

"This  proposed  $2.7  million,  1.9  megawatt  power  plant  would  be  the  first 
cogeneration  power  plant  built  in  a  residential  setting  in  San  Francisco. 
And  it  is  the  first  time  a  cogeneration  power  plant  has  come  before  the 
Planning  Commission.  We  have  several  concerns  and  questions.  We  would 
like  them  addressed  in  the  EIR  before  the  EIR  becomes  final."  (Joel  Van- 
tresca,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  public  hearing  comments) 
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"It  will  permit  the  institution  to  go  into  the  business  of  generating  its 
own  electricity  while  selling  surplus  power  to  PG&E  for  profit. 

"The  surrounding  neighborhood  is  being  asked  to  absorb  serious  negative 
environmental  impacts  so  the  university  can  reduce  its  PG&E  bill.  The 
Commission  should  address  the  question  of  whether  or  not  this  is  fair" 
(Joel  Ventresca,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  written  comments 
of  April  25,  1985) 

"Should  people  build  power  plants  and  sell  energy  in  the  neighborhood?...! 
have  a  conceptual  problem  with  the  cogeneration  plant  of  any  size  in  any 
location  in  our  neighborhood  when  its  purpose  is  to  raise  cash  for  theoreti- 
cally an  educational  institution..."    (Ted  Thompson) 

"We  still  have  a  problem  conceptually  with  the  power  plant,  also."  (Bob 
Lee,  Francisco  Heights  Civic  Association) 

"You  are  going  to  have  to  decide  what's  appropriate."  (Dale  Carlson, 
Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  public  hearing  comments) 

"...this  project  will  be  the  first  co-generation  plant  ever  constructed  in 
a  San  Francisco  residential  neighborhood.  It  raises  several  important  ques- 
tions that  find  no  answers  in  current  City  policies.  Can  any  institution 
propose  such  a  project?  Are  there  any  limits  on  the  size  of  such  projects? 
Are  projects  owned  by  private  concerns  unaffiliated  with  the  sponsoring 
institution  appropriate  as  conditional  uses  in  residential  communities?  Do 
the  Planning  Code  and  City  Master  Plan  offer  guidelines  sufficient  to  judge 
whether  approval  of  this  project  opens  a  Pandora/s  box?  (Indeed,  I  cannot 
find  a  single  reference  to  the  City  Master  Plan  in  this  draft.)    The  impor- 
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tance  and  the  precedent  these  projects  raise  is  inadequately  recognized 
by  t hi s  draft. . . 

"[Page  81]  Whose  interpretation  of  accessory  use  is  used  here?  DCP?  City 
Attorney?  Is  this  Commission's  policy  for  all  future  co-generation  propo- 
sals?..." (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written 
comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

"...the  real  question  still  remains,  the  basic  one  we  had  before,  and  that 
is,  we  have  a  situation  where  the  primary,  dominant  land  use  of  the  area  is 
residential.  And  that  being  the  case,  that  is  the  overriding  thing.  The 
institutional  facilities  that  are  there  are  there  as  guests  of  the  residen- 
tial area,  and  not  the  reverse. . .the  real  question  before  the  Commission 
is,  whether  the  guests  have  actually  provided  something  that  environmen- 
tally is  compatible  with  that  use.  And  when  the  guests  bring  to  the  Commis- 
sion a  proposal  which  actually  provides  for  generation  of  power  in  excess 
of  what  is  needed,  and  even  to  the  point  where  some  of  it  will  actually  be 
sold  as  a  commercial  activity,  then  the  guests  have  actually  gone  beyond 
their  reach  of  what  they  have  as  a  valid  residential  use  for  that  area, 
what  will  be  permitted  by  any  other  property  owner  in  that  area.  That  is 
really  the  basic  issue  before  the  Commission. 

"...that  the  excessive  power  that's  been  asked  [for]... not  be  permitted  as 
part  of  this  whole  project,  but  only  the  power. .  .that' s  necessary  to  func- 
tion and  provide  for  the  facilities  on  campus."    (John  Bardis) 

"I  can't  for  the  life  of  me  see  why  a  commercial  endeavor  woul d  be  permitted 
in  a  residential  neighborhood.  I  don't  see  any  excuse  for  going  in  compe- 
tition with  PG&E. "    (Elizabeth  Brennan) 
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Response: 

The  following  text  has  been  added  at  the  bottom  of  EIR  page  81:  "The  cogen- 
eration  site  is  in  an  RH-2  zoning  district  in  which  Planning  Code  §204. 2(c) 
permits  'activity  of  a  profit-making  or  commercial  nature'  if  it  is  'an 
integral  part  of  the  permitted  principal  or  conditional  use  where  such 
activity  is  expressly  permitted  by  Sections  209.1  through  209.9  of  this 
Code.'  (pages  86-87  )  The  University  is  expressly  permitted  as  a  conditional 
use  by  Planning  Code  §  209.3(i).  Other  conditional  uses  permitted  in  an  RH- 
2  District  include  other  types  of  schools,  hospitals,  privately  owned  commu- 
nity facilities,  greenhouses  with  retail  sales,  and  utility  installations 
'provided  that  operating  requirements  necessitate  placement  at  this  loca- 
tion.'" 

After  certification  of  the  EIR,  the  Planning  Commi ssion  wi  1 1  consider  condi- 
tional use  permits  for  the  Recreation  Center  and  Cogeneration  Facility.  At 
that  time  there  will  be  an  opportunity  for  public  input  to  the  Commission's 
decision  as  to  whether  the  cogeneration  project  meets  these  criteria  and 
whether  the  Recreation  Center  and  cogeneration  project  would  be  compatible 
with  the  neighborhood,  would  not  be  detrimental  to  the  health,  safety, 
convenience  or  general  welfare  of  people  living  in  the  neighborhood,  and 
would  be  in  compliance  with  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan.l  The  Planning 
Commission  has  not  established  any  policy  with  respect  to  cogeneration 
facilities  at  institutions  in  residential  districts. 2 

The  size  of  a  proposed  cogeneration  system  at  any  site  would  be  limited  by 
either  or  both  the  requirements  to  demonstrate  that  it  is  part  of  the  prin- 
cipal use  on  the  site  and  that  operating  requirements  require  placement 
on-site.    For  economic  reasons  steam  generating  facilities  have  to  be  near 
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the  point  of  use,  so  steam  heating  would  tend  to  limit  the  size  and  location 
of  cogeneration  facilities. 

The  ownership  of  facilities  is  not  generally  considered  in  evaluation  of 
land  use  since  banks  and  other  financial  institutions  often  own  facilities. 

The  cogeneration  plant  would  be  built  and  operated  by  Independent  Power  Cor- 
poration (IPC),  which  would  sell  power  to  USF.  Eventually  USF  would  buy  the 
facility  from  IPC  and  operate  it  as  any  other  campus  facility.  USF  would 
buy  electricity  from  PG&E  when  the  plant  was  not  in  operation  (when  there 
was  little  or  no  steam  demand),  as  indicated  on  DEIR  page  26. 

The  amount  of  electricity  generated  by  the  cogeneration  facility  would 
depend  on  the  amount  of  steam  needed.  On  the  basis  of  projected  average 
steam  demand  for  the  University,  the  Cogeneration  System  would  fall  short 
by  8%  of  meeting  the  total  electrical  demand  including  that  of  the  Recrea- 
tion Center.     See  the  responses  to  energy  comments  for  further  discussion. 

It  would  be  in  the  interests  of  PG&E  to  buy  any  surplus  power  generated  by 
the  cogeneration  facility  at  times  of  high  steam  demand  because,  together 
with  the  electricity  produced  by  other  cogeneration  systems,  continued 
conservation  efforts  and  other  alternative  energy  sources,  this  facility 
would  reduce  the  need  for  PG&E  to  construct  new  capital  intensive  nuclear 
or  fossil-fueled  generation  facilities.  In  1984  PG&E  purchased  nearly  1.9 
billion  kWh    of   electricity    from    cogeneration    and    biomass    facilities. ^ 

The  following  text  has  been  added  to  the  Energy  Impacts  Section  after  the 
above  addition  to  EIR  page  81: 

"The  proposed  project  would  meet  the  goal  of  the  Energy  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  by  "Increasing 
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the  efficiency  of  energy  use"  (Goal  1,  page  5)  and  would  implement  Objec- 
tive 7,  "Develop  financing  opportunities  to  implement  local  energy  pro- 
grams.", Policy  2,  "Encourage  private  financial  institutions  to  offer 
energy  loan  programs  responsive  to  local  market  needs." 

See  also  responses  to  energy  comments. 


NOTES: 

1.  Pursuant  to  Planning  Code  §  303. 

2.  Objective  3,  Policy  5,  of  the  Energy  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Compre- 
hensive Plan  encourages  use  of  integrated  energy  systems  and  states  that 
cogeneration  "might  present  a  feasible  and  economically  attractive  energy 
supply  option  for  new  commerci al  office,  mixed  use  and  industrial  projects." 
The  Element  contains  no  specific  objectives  or  policies  for  institutional 
uses . 

3.  PG&E  Progress,  May  1985,  p.  1. 

ALTERNATE  SITE 
Comments: 

"They  state  the  recreational  facility  is  necessary  for  their  growth;  that 
they  are  losing  students.  However,  if  they  are  losing  students  because  of 
such  facilities,  I  would  suggest  they  move  their  entire  school  to  an  area 
where  they  can  buy  sufficient  land  and  grow  without  restraint.  The  neighbors 
do  not  want  their  growth,  which  will  congest  and  downgrade  our  residential 
area.    Look  at  what  happened  at  UC  Medical  Center. 

"As  for  the  community  using  the  recreational  facility,  my  family  and  neigh- 
bors have  happily  used  Rossi  Playground  for  years.  We  do  not  want  nor  need 
this  installation."    (Georjean  Hewitt) 


186 


VIII.    Comments  and  Responses 


Response: 

The  recreation  center  is  designed  to  serve  the  present  student,  faculty  and 
alumni  population  and  is  not  intended  or  expected  to  increase  student 
enrollment  beyond  past  levels. 

The  University  of  San  Francisco  has  been  at  its  present  site  for  seventy 
five  years.  No  other  appropriate  site  for  such  university  facilities  is 
available  in  San  Francisco  and  the  University  would  not  consider  moving  out 
of  San  Francisco  because  of  its  historic  ties  to  the  City.  As  indicated  on 
DEIR  page  49,  "When  the  California  Jesuit  Mission  made  its  initial  property 
acquisition  in  the  project  area,  this  section  of  the  City  was  still  largely 
undeveloped.  The  City's  four  cemeteries  were  located  to  the  immediate 
north  and  sand  dunes  were  the  predominant  landscape  feature  west  of  Parker 
Ave.    Few  homes  had  been  built  west  of  Stanyan  St." 

INSITUTIONALIZATION  OF  COMMUNITY 
Comment : 

"Page  6.    Fails  to  recognize  growing  institutionalization  of  community... 

"Page  45.  Note  other  projects  proposed  by  St.  Mary's,  USF,  et  al..."  (Dale 
Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May 
10,  1985) 

Response: 

Page  6  is  a  summary  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed  project  where  additional 
information  is  not  appropriate.  The  following  sentence  has  been  added  to 
the  Environmental  Setting  Chapter,  at  the  end  of  the  first  complete  para- 
graph on  page  45:     "The  proposed  project  together  with  other  proposed  pro- 
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jects  (Cannes  apartments;  Kezar  Stadium  reuse;  St.  Joseph's  Hospital  con- 
version into  apartments;  St.  Mary's  Medical  Office  Building;  UCSF  Vision 
Research  Laboratory;  UCSF  conversion  of  Polytechnic  High  School  to  housing, 
recreation  or  parking  or  other  reuse  of  this  site;  and  the  Urban  School 
expansion)  has  led  to  neighborhood  concern  about  potential  cumulative  im- 
pacts on  the  neighborhood,  particularly  increased  institutionalization." 
This  list  includes  all  proposed  projects  in  the  Greater  Haight-Ashbury  area 
for  which  enough  information  is  available  to  permit  analysis. 

USF  LAND  AREAS 
Comment : 

"Page  41.  In  table,  list  size,  percentage  of  site  occupied  by  existing 
buildings,  field,  parking  lot  and  project."  (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton 
Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

The  information  requested  for  page  41  has  been  added  to  the  Impacts  Chapter 
as  new  Table  3B  on  EIR  page  81A.  The  following  sentence  has  been  added  to 
EIR  page  81  at  the  end  of  the  first  complete  paragraph:  "Construction  of 
the  Recreation  Center  and  associated  building  demolition  would  result  in  a 
net  increase  of  2.2%  in  building  coverage  of  the  USF  campus  (not  including 
Lone  Mountai n) ." 

ILLEGAL  LAND  USES 
Comment: 

"Page  43.  Twilight  Cafe  is  only  legal  non-residential  use  adjacent  to 
site.    Several   residences  are  suspected  to  be  illegal  conversions  to  com- 
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Table  3B.    Land  Use  Characteristics  of  the  Project  Site. 


Campus  area  not  including  Lone  Mountain 

Existing  ground  coverage  of  buildings 

Existing  Negoesco  Soccer  Field 

Existing  3  Parking  lots  involved  in  project 

Recreation  Center,  gross* 

Recreation  Center,  net 


all  areas  in  square  feet 
(percentages  of  campus 
area  in  parentheses) 

1,192,000 

266,000  (22%) 

130,000  (11%) 

64,000  (5.4%) 

118,800  (10%) 

26,400  (2.2%) 


1.  Gross  area  is  the  area  of  the  new  building;  net  area  is  the  area  of 
the  new  building  minus  the  area  of  Loyola  Hall  to  be  demolished  to  give  the 
net  new  area  of  building  on  campus. 


mercial  use."  (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  writ- 
ten comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

It  is  not  appropriate  for  an  EIR  to  deal  with  suspicions  of  illegal  actions. 

SMALL  AUDIENCE  ACCOMODATIONS 
Comment : 

"Page  88.  First  and  only  mention  of  'small  audience  accomodations.'  How 
small?  For  what  purpose?  Used  how  often?"  (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful  ton 
Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 
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Response: 

As  indicated  on  DEIR  page  19,  the  Natatorium  would  contain  provisions  for 
seating  for  200  spectators,  and  600  spectator  seats  would  be  removed  from 
Loyola  Gym.  There  would  be  a  platform  which  would  be  able  to  accommodate 
up  to  200  stacking  or  folding  chairs;  the  seats  would  not  be  built  in. 
It  is  not  known  how  often  or  by  how  many  persons  this  spectator  space  would 
be  used. 

VISUAL  IMPACTS 
Comments : 

"As  a  resident  and  home  owner  at  2514  McAllister  I  am  one  of  the  residences 
that  has  a  view  across  the  soccer  field  as  indicated  on  page  48.  What  I  am 
concerned  about  is  the  landscape  plan  on  page  21  which  indicates  wall  to 
wall  large  screen  and  accent  trees  on  the  south  side  of  the  field  even 
though  a  paragraph  on  page  20  implies  no  new  landscaping  to  take  place  in 
this  area.  Presently  these  large  pines  without  being  topped  or  thinned  out 
block  views  which  I  had  enjoyed,  particularly  a  vista  corridor  to  the  ocean. 
They  also  block  sunlight  in  the  yards  which  is  a  precious  commodity  in  this 
city.  I  would  suggest  no  further  planting  of  these  trees  and  maintaining 
the  ones  that  are  there  similar  to  Golden  Gate  Park  where  they  are  thinned 
out  or  removed  altogether."    (Mark  Terjesen) 

"Page  8.  Any  landscaping  on  east  side  of  project?  On  south  end  of  soccer 
field?    How  many  trees  to  be  removed?... 

"Page  16.  Moving  scoreboard  at  soccer  field?  Raising  heighth  (sic)  of 
lights? 
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"Page  48.  How  many  cypress  tress?  Elsewhere  in  draft  described  at  70-75 
feet  tall.    How  many  to  be  removed?  Replaced? 

"Some  McAllister  Street  residences  have  views  of  the  Pacific.  Some  had 
views  now  blocked  by  scoreboard... 

"More  specific  on  trees  to  be  removed  and  replacement  landscaping... 
"Page  83.    Change  in  heighth  of  light  standards? 

"Will  McAllister  homes  lose  ocean  views?"  (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful  ton 
Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

The  trees  at  the  McAllister  side  of  the  soccer  field  are  subject  to  a  regular 
pruning  program  which  is  designed  to  maintain  the  health  of  the  trees.  As 
many  of  these  trees  as  possible  would  be  preserved  as  part  of  the  landscaping 
of  the  proposed  project. 1  These  trees  serve  to  screen  views  of  the  playing 
field  and  the  parking  area  beyond  it  and  to  partially  block  noise  from  the 
0  playing  field.  The  20-30  ft.  junipers  and  pines  mentioned  on  EIR  p.  51  are 
west  of  the  soccer  field,  while  the  30-35  ft.  cypresses  mentioned  on  EIR 
p.  48  are  south  of  the  soccer  field.  Note  that  the  Landscaping  Plan  on 
EIR  p.  21  does  not  distinguish  between  existing  and  new  trees  on  the  south 
side  of  the  soccer  field  and  that  this  plan  is  conceptual  and  does  not 
represent  the  future  density  of  planting. 

As  indicated  on  the  Landscape  Plan,  DEIR  p.  21,  there  would  be  landscaping 
on  the  east  side  of  the  Multipurpose  courts,  the  existing  Loyola  Gymnasium, 
Negoesco  Soccer  Field,  and  the  parking  lot. 
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The  soccer  field  score  board  would  be  moved  to  the  southwest  corner  of  the 
soccer  field.  The  existing  soccer  field  lights  would  be  moved  without  any 
change  in  height. 

No  views  from  McAllister  Street  homes  would  be  blocked  by  the  Recreation  Cen- 
ter because,  as  indicated  on  DEIR  pp.  83-84,  the  new  buildings  would  be 
about  20  feet  shorter  than  the  building  to  be  demolished  and  would  produce 
less  view  blockage  because  of  their  lower  profile.  No  ocean  views  would  be 
blocked  by  new  landscaping  or  moving  the  soccer  field  scoreboard. 


NOTE: 

1.  Glenn  Loomis,  Plant  Manager,  University  of  San  Francisco,  telephone 
conversation,  May  16,  1985. 


DESIGN 
Comment : 

"We  had  hoped  to  see  the  final  sketches,  the  Recreation  Center,  before 
this  meeting  this  afternoon.  But  we  have  been  guaranteed  that  the  uni- 
versity will  take  the  Recreation  Center  and  make  it  earth  tones  in  color 
and  scheme,  if  possible.  We  are  very  happy  about  that.  We  would  like  to 
see  further  drawings  of  the  northwest  corner  which  directly  influences 
our  life-style,  and  that  would  be  the  corner  of  Turk  and  Stanyan  where 
the  Recreation  Center  will  be  very  visible  at  that  point."  (Bob  Lee, 
Francisco  Heights  Civic  Association) 

Response: 

Final  plans  for  the  Recreation  Center  have  not  been  drawn.  USF  is  willing 
to  arrange    for    interested    neighbors   to    see  detailed    recreation  center 
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designs  when  they  are  completed.1  The  University  is  committed  to  the  use 
of  earth  tones  on  the  exterior  of  the  Recreation  Center. 


NOTE: 

1.  Glenn  Loomis,  Plant  Manager,  University  of  San  Francisco,  telephone 
conversation,  May  17,  1985. 


BUILDING  AREAS  AND  HEIGHTS 
Comment : 

"Page  16.  Please  provide  table  of  existing,  proposed  square  footage;  size 
of  site  currently,  to  be  occupied;  FAR's,  heighth  of  proposed  building  at 
Stanyan/Turk ,  McAllister  /  Stanyan,  etc. 

Response: 

What  is  referred  to  as  the  site  of  the  Recreation  Center  is  a  portion  of 
the  USF  campus  which  does  not  have  a  defined  boundary,  therefore,  the  con- 
cept of  floor-area-ratio  (FAR)  is  not  relevant.  See  table  of  existing  and 
proposed  square  footages  given  in  the  table  3C,  page  194. 

The  heights  of  the  elevations  of  the  Recreation  Center  buildings  are  given 
in  Table  3D,  page  194. 

HEALTH  HAZARDS 
Comments: 

"USF  has  3  PCB-containing  transformers  on  campus.  When  will  they  be  replaced 
and  where  are  they  located."  (Joel  Ventresca,  Haight  Ashbury  Neighborhood 
Council,  written  comments  of  April  25,  1985) 
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Table  3C.    Existing  and  Proposed  Building  Areas. 


Building  Existing 

Proposed 

To  Be 

Information 

Area 

Area 

Demol  i  shed 

On  DEIR  Page(s) 

sq.ft. 

sq.ft. 

sq.ft. 

Loyola  Hall  91,000 

91,000 

16 

Lovola  Gvm                  12  400 

12,400 

1,400* 

16,  19 

Racquetball  Courts 

5,500 

16 

Natatorium 

57,100 

16 

Multipurpose  Courts 

43,200 

16 

rassageb  Detwecn 

DUU 

1 

1  0 

Recreaction  Center 

units 

TOTALS  103,400 

118,800 

92,400 

16 

1.    1,400  new  sq.  ft.  would  be 

built  so  the 

proposed  area 

of  12,400  sq.  ft. 

equals  the  existing  area. 

Table  3D.    Tentative  Building  Heights* 


Average  height  of  west  elevation  (facing  Stanyan  St.)  32  ft. 

Average  height  of  north  elevation  (facing  Turk  St.)  37  ft. 

East  elevation  of  existing  Loyola  Gym  21  ft. 

Maximum  east  elevation  of  Natatorium  (facing  soccer  20  ft. 
field  &  Parker  Ave.) 

East  elevation  of  Multipurpose  Courts  Bldg.  (facing  14  ft. 
parking  lot  &  Parker  Ave.) 


1.    Heights  are  based  on  architect's  interpretation  of  Planning  Code  §§  250, 
253,  260  and  261.    Subject  to  change  on  basis  of  planning  staff  analysis. 
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"Page  86.  List  all  chemicals  in  use  at  site  and  known  hazards,  health  ef- 
fects. 

"Page  87.  What  sections  of  Fire  Code  cover  co-generation  plants?  Other 
local,  state,  federal  standards  applicable?..."  (Dal  e  Carl  son,  Stanyan/Ful- 
ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

As  indicated  on  DEIR  page  86,  if  the  cogeneration  facility  were  built,  the 
transformer  used  to  replace  the  three  existing  ones  associated  with  the 
boiler  plant  at  Gleeson  Library  "would  not  contain  polychl  orinated  biphenyls 
(PCBs),  preventing  the  risk  of  PCB  contamination  in  the  event  of  a  transfor- 
mer fire."  It  is  not  known  when  during  construction  the  replacement  would 
take  place. 

Potential  hazardous  materials  which  would  be  used  at  the  Recreation  Center 
other  than  those  listed  on  DEIR  p.  86  are  cleaning  materials,  disinfectants, 
floor  waxes,  any  of  a  variety  of  commercial  products  for  treatment  of  boiler 
feedwater  to  prevent  scaling  of  the  inside  of  the  boiler  and  corrosion  of 
boiler  or  piping.  Materials  to  be  used  have  not  been  selected  yet.  Boiler 
chemical  needs  will  be  determined  by  tests  after  the  plant  is  operational. 

The  hazards  and  health  effects  of  the  substances  listed  on  DEIR  p.  86  are 
given  in  Table  3E  on  page  196.  As  is  usual  in  the  case  of  swimming  pool 
and  boiler  chemicals,  the  general  public  would  not  come  in  contact  with 
these  chemicals,  and  USF  staff  handling  them  would  be  trained  to  use  them 
safely. 

The  main  regulatory  authorities  for  the  Cogeneration  Facility  were  given  on 
DEIR  pp.  27  &  29.     A  partial   list  of  laws  and  regulations  applicable  to 
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Table  3E.      Hazards    and    Health    Effects    of    Hazardous  Materials 
Expected  to  be  Used  in  Project 


Substance 


Hazard1 


Health  Effects3 


chl  orine 


oxidizing  agent 


sodi  urn  hydroxide 


sulfuric  acid 


NFPA  Reactivity  l2 


NFPA  Reactivity  22 


affects  respiratory  system; 
causes  burning  of  eyes,  nose 

&  throat,  tears,  cough, 
nausea,  choking,  dizziness, 
pneumoniti  s 

affects  eyes,  respiratory 
system,  skin;     causes  nasal 
irritation,  pneumonitis,  eye 
&  skin  burns 

affects  respiratory  system, 
eyes,  skin,    teeth;  causes 
irritation  of  eyes,    nose  & 
throat,  emphysema,  bronchi- 
tis, skin  &  eye  burns 


1.  Hazards  listed  in  National  Fire  Codes,  1981,  Recommended  Practices  and 
Manuals,  NFPA  49-1975,  Hazardous  Chemical  Data,  National  Fire  Protection 
Associ  ation. 

2.  Reactivity  on  a  scale  of  0  to  4,  where  4  is  most  reactive. 

3.  Mackison,  Frank  W.,  et  a_K ,  Eds,  NIOSH/OSHA  Pocket  Guide  to  Chemical 
Hazards,  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare,  1978. 

Source:    Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 


health  and  safety  aspects  of  the  Cogeneration  Plant  is  given  in  Table  3F  be- 
ginni  ng  on  p.  197. 
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Table  3F.    Laws  and  Regulations  Affecting  Health  &  Safety 
of  the  Cogeneration  Facility 


Code  Regulates 


Federal  Laws 


Clean  Air  Act  (42  USC1  §s  7401-7642) 


Occupation  Safety  and  Health  Act  of 
1970  (29  USC  1331  et  seq.) 

Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  of  1976 
(15  USC  2601  et  seq.) 

Hazardous  Materials  Transportation 
Act  of  1974  (49  USC  1801  et  seq.) 


establishes  air  pollution  stan- 
dards and  emission  control 
1  imi  ts 

worker  safety  and  health  in  con- 
struction and  operation 

regulates  use  of  PCBs 


regulates  transportation  of 
chlorine  and  other  designated 
hazardous  materials 


Cal i  fornia  Laws 


California  County  Air  Pollution 
Control  Law  (Cal.  Health  and  Safety 
Code  §§  410100-40126) 


AB  524,  1979 


AB  1862 


California  Environmental  Quality 
Act  (CEQA,  California  Public 
Resources  Code  §§  21000-21176) 


performance  standards  adopted  by 
BAAQMD  for  new  air  pollutant 
emitting  equipment;  limits  in- 
creases of  emissions  from  an  ex- 
panded facility 

permits  cogeneration  plants  of 
50  mW  and  less  if  best  available 
control  technology  used  and  off- 
sets provided 

incremental  emissions  benefit 
derived  from  cogeneration  system 
electrical  production  and  conse- 
quent displacement  of  local  uti- 
lity hydrocarbon  combustion 
emission  to  be  taken  into  ac- 
count in  offset  determination 

establishes  environmental  review 
process 


(continued  on  next  page) 
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Table  3F.    Laws  and  Regulations  Affecting  Health  &  Safety 
of  the  Cogeneration  Facility  (Con't) 


Code 


Regul  ates 


Guidelines  for  Implementation  of 
the  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act  (California  Administrative  Code, 
Title  14,  §§  15000-15387) 


procedures 
of  CEQA 


for  implementation  of 


California  Noise  Control  Act  of  1973 
(California  Health  and  Safety  Code, 
§§46000-46080 

Cal  0SHA  (California  Labor  Code, 
Title  8) 


Regional 

Bay  Area 
Di  strict 


Air  Quality  Management 
Rules  and  Regulations 


requires  noise  control  element  in 
general  plan 


regulates  health  and  safety  of 
workers  in  construction  and 
operation 


detailed  air  quality  standards, 
permit  requirements  and  proce- 
dures 


San  Franci  sco 


San  Francisco  Right-to-Know-Ordi- 
nance,  San  Francisco  Fire  Code, 
Article  29  (§§  2901-1999.1) 

San  Francisco  Building  Code  and 
Mechanical  Code,  1984  Edition,  by 
reference  Uniform  Mechanical  Code, 
1979  Edition 


establishes  permits  for  hazar- 
dous materials  and  public  dis- 
ci osure  of  1 ocation 

construction  and  installation 
standards  for  boilers  and  other 
mechanical  equipment 


San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (San 
Francisco  Police  Code,  Article  29, 
§§  2900-2918) 

San  Francisco  Administrative  Code, 
Chapter  31,  Environmental  Quality 
(§§  31.01-31.50) 


noise  emission  limits 


local  CEQA  implementation  pro- 
cedures 


1.    USC  =  United  States  Code. 


Source:    Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
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HEALTH  HAZARDS:  RODENTS 
Comments : 

"...I  am  concerned  about  the  impact  the  demolition  of  the  existing  building 
will  have    on    the    neighborhood,    particularly    with    regard    to  rodents. 

"I  would  like  to  request  that  the  University  be  required  to  exterminate 
prior  to  demolition  and  that  all  measures  with  regard  to  preservation  of 
the  residential  area  be  taken."    (Mary  Hart  Thompson) 

"[Page  90]  Many  neighbors  concernced  about  rats  in  Loyola  Hall.  Consider 
mitigation  measure  calling  for  extermination  prior  to  demolition."  (Dale 
Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May 
10,  1985) 

Response: 

As  a  part  of  normal  campus  procedures,  USF  would  have  rodent  extermination 
done  prior  to  demolition  to  protect  other  campus  buildings  as  well  as  neigh- 
bors from  possible  rodents.* 


NOTE: 

1.  Glenn  Loomis,  University  of  San  Francisco,  telephone  conversation,  May 
17,  1985. 


GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 
Comments : 

"The  draft  is  very  sketchy  in  the  growth- inducing  impacts  of  this  particular 
power  plant. 
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"As  previous  witnesses  have  stated  and  as  the  EIR  clearly  states,  this  is  an 
incredible  increase  in  the  capacity.  And  since  there  is  no  discussion  of 
actually  removing  the  subsidiary  power  plants  in  the  other  projects,  in  the 
other  buildings,  the  potential,  if  you  take  a  look  at  the  Master  Plan  of 
the  University  of  San  Francisco,  the  potential  for  this  power  facility 
actually  increasing,  both  in  terms  of  square  footage  and  rate  of  development 
of  future  development  on  the  site  on  campus,  is  a  very  real  question.  And 
it  is  a  concern  of  the  Council  that  this  EIR  address  the  growth- inducing 
impacts  of  the  power  plant  in  greater  detail  than  the  very  sketchy  discus- 
sion that  exists  in  this  draft."  (Calvin  Welch,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighbor- 
hood Counc  i 1 ) 

"The  university  has  20  buildings  with  1.3  million  gross  square  feet  of 
space. .  .master  plan. ..calls  for  10  new  construction  projects  that  will  add 
400,000  gross  square  feet  of  space  to  the  campus  which  would  be  a  31%  in- 
crease over  what  they  currently  have. 

"The  projects  before  you  today  seem  to  change  the  master  plan,  and  the  uni- 
versity should  update  their  master  plan  before  they  proceed  with  their 
various  developments.  For  example,  the  recreational  center  has  grown  from 
70,000  gross  square  feet  in  the  master  plan  to  the  current  119,000  gross 
square  feet  project  you  have  before  you  today.  That's  70%  larger  than  what 
is  in  their  master  pi  an... the  power  pi  ant ..  .encourages  institutional  expan- 
sion and  growth  by  setting  up  the  infrastructure  to  meet  the  energy  needs 
of  400,000  additional  square  feet  of  construction  currently  identified  in 
thei r  master  pi  an . 

"The  EIR  states  on  page  57  that,  'The  cogeneration  system  would  be  sized 
so  that  buildings  proposed  in  the  USF   Institutional  Master  Plan  (if  con- 
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structed)  could  be  served  by  the  system  by  increasing  the  number  of  hours 
the  system  operates  from  16  hours  per  day  to  24  hours  per  day.' 

"And  on  page  58  the  EIR  states,  'an  additional  annual  electrical  demand  of 
about  4.6  million  kWh  would  be  expected  if  all  buildings  proposed  in  the 
USF  Master  Plan  are  constructed.  With  Master  Plan  buildout,  the  total 
annual  USF  electricity  use  is  projected  to  be  14  million  kWh,  about  90%  of 
the  estimated  electricity  production  of  the  proposed  cogeneration  system 
when  operated  at  full  capacity.' 

"So  in  otherwords,  if  USF  builds  everything  in  their  master  plan  all  the 
energy  needs  will  be  met  by  this  plant,  and  they  will  still  have  10%  of  the 
capacity  of  the  plant  to  spare  for  more  construction  or  to  sell  the  power 
to  PG&E..."  (Joel  Ventresca,  Haight  Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  written 
comments  of  April  25,  1985) 

"We  think  this  EIR  needs  to  talk  more  about  growth  inducement.  The  fact 
that  this  plant  is  sized  to  meet  projected  expansion  programs  at  the  univer- 
sity, considering  the  fact  that  it's  going  to  contribute  to  the  further 
institutionalization  of  this  residential  community..."  (Dale  Carlson, 
Stanyan-Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  public  hearing  comments) 

"...what  will  be  the  cumulative  impacts  about  excessive  power  capacity  in- 
frastructure on  the  institution  facilities  which  then  put  a  greater  im- 
pact on  the  community  in  terms  of  housing  shortage  because  we  have  an  at- 
traction presumably  of  additional  students."    (John  Bardis) 

"Page  6.  Co-generation  plant  sized  to  meet  future  needs.  If  energy  costs 
decrease  for  USF,   less  costly  to  maintain  new  buildings.     That  would  be 
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growth  inducing."  (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful  ton  Neighborhood  Association, 
written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

As  previously  stated  in  the  responses  to  energy  comments,  the  cogeneration 
facility  is  not  sized  to  provide  for  growth  and,  in  fact,  on  an  annual  ave- 
rage would  provide  8%  less  electricity  than  USF  would  need.  The  plant  is 
sized  to  meet  the  steam  heating  demand  of  the  existing  buildings  to  be  served 
and  of  the  proposed  Recreation  Center. 

The  DEIR  statement  cited  from  page  57  is  incorrect  and  has  been  corrected, 
as  indicated  in  responses  to  Energy  Comments,  starting  on  Comments  and 
Responses  page  6.  Implementation  of  the  Institutional  Master  Plan  would 
not  affect  the  operating  hours  of  the  cogeneration  steam  system  since  steam 
cannot  be  produced  at  night,  when  the  system  would  not  be  running  at  full 
capacity,  and  stored  for  use  in  the  daytime,  the  time  of  peak  demand  when 
classrooms  and  offices  are  all  in  use. 

The  economic  feasibility  of  the  Cogeneration  System  is  not  dependent  upon 
operation  more  than  16  hrs./day.  University  operational  expenses  for  any 
future  projects  implementing  the  Institutional  Master  Plan  would  be  slightly 
less  with  a  cogeneration  system  available  than  without  it,  see  discussion 
of  potential  for  generation  of  additional  steam  and  figure  explaining 
demand/consumption  relationships  in  the  response  to  Energy  Comments.  The 
main  constraint  on  further  implementation  of  the  Institutional  Master  Plan 
is  the  availability  of  funds  for  construction  of  future  buildings.  The 
cost  of  electricity  and  heating  for  new  buildings  would  not  be  a  determining 
factor  in  the  decision  to  build  them.    Operating  costs  for  the  buildings  to 
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be  supplied  by  the  cogeneration  system  would  rise  more  slowly  with  implemen- 
tation of  the  system  than  they  would  without  it. 

As  indicated  on  DEIR  page  22,  no  power  would  be  generated  beyond  that 
generated  in  the  process  of  producing  steam  for  building  heating  needs 
because  "If  USF  were  to  run  the  electrical  generator  at  a  time  of  no  steam 
demand,  venting  exhaust  heat  to  the  environment  without  benefit  of  heat 
recovery,  the  system  would  not  be  economical ..  .El  ectrical  power  would  be 
purchased  directly  from  PG&E  during  periods  when  USF  does  not  require 
steam." 

No  electricity  beyond  space  heating  steam  demand  would  be  generated,  be- 
cause it  would  be  uneconomical  to  do  so  and  because  relevant  laws  only 
require  PG&E  to  buy  cogenerated  electricity  at  "avoided  cost"  rates.  Any 
additional  electricity  would  be  expensive  to  generate  and  could  not  be  sold 
for  as  much  as  the  cost  to  generate. 

There  are  no  existing  power  plants  in  other  campus  buildings;  the  existing 
boilers  would  be  retained  for  use  as  backup  for  heating  during  maintanance 
of  the  new  steam  heating  boilers. 

The  1979  USF  Institutional  Master  Plan  indicated  that  the  Recreation  Cen- 
ter would  be  170,000  sq.  ft.  (p.  96)  of  which  all  but  the  swimming  pool 
building  would  be  underneath  Ul  rich  Field.  The  1983  Institutional  Master 
Plan  Supplement  specified  the  same  170,000  sq.  ft.  for  the  Center  with  a 
70,000  sq  ft.  building  and  the  remaining  portion  underground  (p.  11).  The 
proposed  project  calls  for  a  118,000  sq.  ft.  Recreation  Center,  less  than 
planned  in  either  the  1979  or  the  1983  document.  The  Recreation  Center  is 
intended  to  serve  the  existing  student  body,  not  to  attract  new  students. 
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ECONOMICS 
Comments : 

"How  does  the  developer  expect  to  make  money  from  this  project?"  (Joel  Ven- 
tresca,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  written  comments  of  April  25, 
1985) 

"Describe  ROAN  Corporation's  current  involvement  in  this  project."  (Dale 
Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May 
10,  1985) 

Response: 

Steam  for  space  and  water  heating  must  normally  be  at  a  relatively  low  tem- 
perature and  pressure  in  order  to  be  safely  distributed  by  the  piping  sys- 
tem. Fossil  fuels  burn  at  a  much  higher  temperature  and,  when  confined, 
pressure.  By  having  the  energy  of  the  burning  fuel  first  power  an  engine- 
generator  and  using  the  exhaust,  which  is  at  a  lower  temperature  and  pres- 
sure than  the  combustion  mixture,  to  generate  steam,  a  higher  efficiency 
can  be  achieved.  By  reducing  the  amount  of  waste  heat  going  up  the  stack, 
the  plant  operator  reduces  operating  costs  which  are  a  factor  in  the  deter- 
mination of  profit.  Profits  are  not  an  environmental  impact,  hence  do  not 
require  discussion  in  an  environmental  impact  report. 

ROAN  Corporation  has  no  current  involvement  in  this  project.  They  were  con- 
sulted earlier  when  they  considered  financing  the  larger  cogeneration  facil- 
ity originally  considered. 
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CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
Comments : 

"The  subject  report  makes  no  mention  about  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Day 
School  project  (File  No.  85.172E)  which  is  to  be  located  at  350  Masonic 
Street,  clearly  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  subject  project(s).  It  is 
my  firm  belief  that  there  will  be  significant  increases  in  the  levels  of 
noise,  traffic  and  parking  congestion  in  the  immediate  area  if  the  Day 
School  project  is  approved.  The  cumulative  impacts  must  be  addressed  in 
the  final  USF  report  as  well  as  any  reports  prepared  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
San  Francisco  Day  School."    (Hal  Freedman) 

"We  have  appeared  before  you  a  couple  of  different  times  now  to  talk  about 
the  cumulative  impacts  of  a  number  of  projects  that  are  proposed  in  this 
area:  a  project  sponsored  by  St.  Mary's  and  UC,  as  well  as  USF,  and  several 
other  institutions.  I  don't  [see]  mention  any  of  those  projects  in  this  EIR. 
I  think  that's  a  gross  deficiency  in  this  document."  (Dale  Carlson,  Stan- 
yan/Fulton  Neighborhood  Association,  public  hearing  comments) 

"...Why  was  the  Greater  Haight  Ashbury  Cumulative  Assessment  Report  (inade- 
quate though  it  is)  excluded  from  the  appendix?  How  can  projects  identified 
in  USF's  Master  Plan  be  ignored  when  the  co-generation  plant  is  specifically 
designed  to  meet  the  University's  anticipated  expansion?  Now  that  public 
notices  have  been  filed  regarding  the  proposed  conversion  of  the  mortuary 
at  Masonic  and  Golden  Gate  to  a  private  school,  that  project  should  be 
included  and  discussed. 

"...these  projects  mean  that  our  community  is  becoming  more  institutional 
and  less  residential    in   character.     This   shift,  subtle  and  difficult  to 
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quantify  as  it  may  be,  is  a  factor  in  growth  inducement.  Given  the  score 
of  projects  proposed  for  our  neighborhood  in  the  next  decade,  this  concern 
is  genuine,  well-founded  and  appropriate  for  Departmental  action,  yet  gross- 
ly understated  in  the  draft."  (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood 
Association,  written  comments,  May  10,  1985) 

Responses: 

The  proposed  San  Francisco  Day  School  project  would  be  about  2000  feet  from 
the  parking  lot  (seven  short  blocks)  and  somewhat  further  from  the  Recreation 
Center.  Information  is  not  yet  available  on  predicted  trip  generation  from 
this  project. 

Cumulative  air  quality  impacts  were  discussed  on  EIR  pages  63-64  on  the 
basis  of  the  cumulative  air  analysis  in  the  Greater  Haight-Ashbury  Cumula- 
tive Assessment  Report  which  analyzed  trip  generation  from  the  USF  project, 
St.  Mary's  Medical  Office  Building,  the  Cannes  Apartments,  the  Polytechnic 
High  School  conversion,  and  the  UCSF  Vision  Research  Module. 

Cumulative  noise  impacts  of  the  proposed  project,  St.  Mary's  Medical  Office 
Building,  and  other  projects  in  the  greater  Haight  study  area  were  discussed 
on  DEIR  pages  71-72. 

Cumulative  construction  traffic  from  the  USF  project  and  the  St.  Mary's 
Medical  Office  Building  was  discussed  on  DEIR  pages  73-74  on  the  basis  of  the 
analysis  in  the  Greater  Haight-Ashbury  Cumulative  Assessment  Report. 

DEIR  page  79  indicated  that  the  proposed  project  would  generate  about  3%  of 
the  total  net  new  daily  vehicle  trips  in  the  Greater  Haight-Ashbury  cumula- 
tive study  area  based  on  the  Greater  Haight-Ashbury  Cumulative  Assessment 
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Report,  which  analyzed  trip  generation  from  the  USF  project,  St.  Mary's 
Medical  Office  Building,  the  Cannes  Apartments,  the  Polytechnic  High  School 
conversion,  and  the  UCSF  Vision  Research  Module. 

The  cumulative  visual  impacts  of  the  USF  project  and  the  St.  Mary's  Medical 
Office  Building  were  discussed  on  DEIR  page  85. 

The  Greater  Haight-Ashbury  Cumulative  Assessment  Report  was  not  included  as 
an  appendix  to  this  EIR  just  as  other  referenced  documents  were  not  included. 
A  copy  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450 
McAllister  Street. 

The  cogeneration  plant  is  sized  to  meet  the  steam  demand  of  the  existing 
buildings  to  be  served  and  the  proposed  Recreation  Center,  not  of  the 
Institutional  Master  Plan. 

A  statement  regarding  community  perception  of  the  cumulative  impacts  of 
proposed  projects  on  the  character  of  the  neighborhood  has  been  added  to 
the  EIR  text,  in  the  response  to  Land  Use  comments. 

MITIGATION  MEASURES 
Comments : 

"Since  the  Vista  Skyliner  is  an  existing  private  service  operating  under 
CPUC  authority,  we  are  unclear  what  is  implied  by  USF  agreeing  to  'partici- 
pate' in  the  Vista  bus  system  as  a  transportation  mitigation  system.  If 
any  changes  to  Vista's  present  operations  are  implied  here,  we  would  like 
to  be  informed  of  such  changes;  if  subsidies  are  implied  for  Vista  here, 
some  form  of  subsidy  should  also  be  made  available  to  partially  subsidize 
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MUNI  fast  passes  and  other  transit  tickets  for  employees  and  students  that 
use  public  transit."    (K.L.  Wong,  MUNI  Planning  Staff) 

"Page  92.  Supervisors  recently  banned  those  buses  [Vista]  from  Stanyan  and 
Parker."  (Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written 
comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

"The  financial  arrangement  between  the  university  and  the  developer  is 
still  under  negotiation.  The  issues  of  ownership  and  profit  are  still  up 
in  the  air.  The  private  developer  evidently  will  finance  the  project,  and 
if  this  is  so  what  benefits  will  the  private  developer  receive  and  what 
degree  of  control  over  the  plant  will  the  private  developer  have?  Will  the 
private  developer  and  university  commit  themselves  to  all  the  mitigation 
measures? 

"...and  the  university  has  not  committed  itself  to  all  the  mitigation 
equipment  to  reduce  noise  which  is  identified  in  the  report  (page  89). 
(Joel  Ventresca,  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council,  written  comments  of 
April  25,  1985) 

Response: 

As  indicated  in  the  responses  to  Parking  comments,  the  parking  is  not  free 
and  USF  does  not  wish  to  increase  the  fees  because  this  would  tend  to 
displace  parking  onto  neighboring  residential  streets.  Public  transit  use 
by  USF  employees  increased  from  18  percent  to  24%  in  the  first  year  of 
implementation  of  the  Transportation  Systems  Management  Plan  at  USF.*  USF 
is  not   willing   to   subsidize  transit  passes   for  employees   and  students. 

The  Vista  Skyliner  was  a  private  commuter  bus  service  linking  San  Francisco's 
Sunset  District  and  northern  San  Mateo  County  with  nine  San  Francisco  Hos- 
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pitals  and  universities,  including  USF.  The  USF  Transportation  Broker 
publicized  availability  of  this  service.  This  service  has  been  cancelled.2 
The  commenter  is  correct  about  the  banning  of  buses  from  Stanyan  and  Parker 
Sts.,  all  tour  and  interurban  buses  were  banned  from  these  streets  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  on  March  14,  1985,  by  Resolution  No.  122-85. 

Issues  of  ownership  and  profit  are  not  environmental  issues  and  therefore 
not  required  to  be  discussed  in  an  environmental  impact  report. 

There  is  no  contract  between  USF  and  the  private  developer  yet.  Mitigation 
measures  included  in  permit  conditions  would  become  part  of  the  contract.-^ 

As  indicated  on  DEIR  p.  89,  all  the  noise  mitigation  measures  listed  on  pp. 
89-90  are  part  of  the  project  proposed  by  USF,  that  is,  the  University  is 
committed  to  their  implementation.  The  developer  is  committed  to  imple- 
mentation of  the  mitigation  measures. ^ 


NOTES: 

1.  Ira  Fink  and  Associates,  Transportation  Systems  Management  Plan  Evalua- 
tion Study  Final  Evaluation  Report,  University  of  San  Francisco,  1980,  p.  2. 

2.  Stan  Sil  vera,  Vista  California  Tours,  telephone  conversation  of  May  17, 
1985. 

3.  Glen  Loomis,  Plant  Director,  USF,  telephone  conversation  of  June  12, 
1985,  and  letter  of  July  1985. 

4.  Glen  Loomis,  Plant  Director,  USF,  letter  of  July  31,  1985 

ALTERNATIVES 
Comments: 

"...we  find  out  about  six  months  ago,  they  have  a  parking  lot  empty  there. 
And  the  project,  it  was  moved  to  there.    One  of  the  professors  is  married 
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to  one  of  the  supervisors,  and  they  raise  enough  power  in  the  city  than  the 
project  bounce  back  again  on  Golden  Gate.  Now  wehave  the  same  problem  that 
we  studied  a  year  ago  in  front  of  our  house.  And  our  neighbors,  our  old 
people,  they  are  concerned  about  it."    (Tina  Burgess  Coan) 

"The  one  thing  that  I  do  think  was  very  confusing  in  this  report,  I  don't 
know  whether  it's  by  accident  or  by  intention,  but  this  report  shows  perhaps 
five  different  locations  for  a  cogeneration  plant.  I  only  know  one  other 
neighbor  who  was  even  aware  of  where  it  was... It  was  so  confusing.  They 
thought  it  was  Kendrick  Hall.  Then  it  was  thought  to  be  in  front,  and  then 
there  were  a  couple  other  locations... 

"...we  are  having  a  hearing  on  this  report,  but  the  problem  is  nobody  knows 
where  this  1  ocation  was. .  .1  know  no  idea  why  they  have  so  many  areas  listed, 
and  then  to  come  into  a  hearing  and  hear  it  on  one  specific  location  — 
namely,  the  one  by  my  house."  (John  Smalley) 

"I  think  they  have  done  a  remarkable  job  since  they  announced  these  plans, 
in  revising  and  changing  them  and  making  them  more  compatible  with  neigh- 
borhood interests.  The  windmills  are  completely  gone  and  the  power  plant 
is  reduced."    (Ted  Thompson) 

"...what  would  be  the  alternatives  that  would  be  more  valid  in  terms  of 
this  institution  to  proceed?  It  speaks  to  a  question  of  declining  en- 
rollment, and  that's  why  the  need  for  recreation  and  health  facilities. 
And  no  one  in  the  community  obviously  is  objecting  to  that  because  that  is 
certainly  a  very  compatible  use  for  the  guests  to  use  in  terms  of  carrying 
out  their  primary  function. . .Certainly  the  declining  enrollment  might  come 
in  part  from  the  fact  that  we  haven't  done  so  well  in  managing  our  affairs 
as  a  city  in  providi ng . . .the  housing  we  should  have  been  providing  for  20 
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years.  And  so  those  students  who  try  to  come  to  that  institution  don't 
have  the  housing  on  campus.  If  they  find  it  off  campus,  they're  completely 
priced  out  and  they  can't  even  afford  to  come  to  the  institution.  The 
institution  in  part  is  responsible  for  that  and  should  be  providing  housing 
on  its  campus. 

"I  think  your  real  question  is:  What  should  have  been  done  in  terms  of 
facilities  expansion  to  provide  for  the  parking  and  housing  that  the  univer- 
sity lacks..."    (John  Bardis) 

"Page  2.  Note  change  in  site;  size  of  Rec  Center  since  Master  Plan  was 
submitted. . . 

"SFNA  has  [a]  letter  from  USF  dropping  windmills.  EIR  should  more  strongly 
indicate  inappropriateness  of  this  project. 

"Many  neighbors  concerned  for  parking  lot  entrance  on  Turk.  Residents  of 
Beaumont  have  a  particularly  difficult  time  turning  onto  Turk,  and  there  is 
a  Muni  bus  stop  at  the  proposed  entrance.  Please  consider  and  assess  an 
alternative  entrance  on  Parker... 

"Page  68.  Can  Rec  Center  be  constructed  in  phases  (i.e.,  pool,  multi-pur- 
pose courts)?  Is  this  planned  or  expected?  Provide  construction  schedule 
for  this    scenario.     Would    USF    wait    until    all    financing  committed?... 

"[Page  76]     Consider/assess  alternate  location  for  parking  lot  entrance. 

"Page  97.  This  is  a  larger  project  than  proposed  in  Master  Plan.  Discuss." 
(Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful  ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of 
May  10,  1985) 
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Responses : 

The  cogeneration  facility  would  not  be  in  a  parking  lot  but  in  the  existing 
boiler  room  under  Gleeson  Library,  as  indicated  on  DEIR  pages  2  and  43. 
Potential  alternative  sites  for  a  cogeneration  facility  were  discussed  on 
DEIR  pages  100-110.  The  discussion  of  project  alternatives  is  legally 
required  by  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  as  an  aid  to  evaluation 
of  the  project  development  process  by  decision-makers  and  the  public.  Fig- 
ure 2,  page  14,  Figure  8,  page  24,  Figure  9,  page  25,  Figure  10,  page  28,  and 
Figure  11,  page  38,  identify  the  Gleeson  Library  site  of  the  present  propo- 
sal for  the  cogeneration  facility. 

The  regular  USF  student  body  does  not  use  all  of  the  present  dormitory  space 
and  USF  uses  this  space  to  house  participants  in  special,  short-term  Univer- 
sity programs.  USF  feels  that  the  present  on-campus  housing  meets  the 
needs  of  their  student  body.*  The  USF  Institutional  Master  Plan  indicates 
that  additional  housing  may  be  built  between  1988  and  1993, 2  this  housing 
may  not  be  built  for  more  than  ten  years. * 

See  Parking  Comments  and  Responses  for  discussion  of  provision  of  addi- 
tional parking  on  the  USF  campus. 

The  USF  Institutional  Master  Plan  originally  called  for  a  swimming  pool  and 
recreation  center  on  and  under  Ul rich  Field  at  the  east  end  of  campus,  with 
an  area  of  170,000  sq.  ft.2  This  report  states:  "The  alternative  is  to 
locate  the  Recreational  Center  on  the  Loyola  Field  site  and  to  relocate  the 
soccer  field  presently  located  on  that  site  to  Ulrich  Field."3  The  1983 
supplement  specified  the  same  170,000  sq.  ft.  for  the  Center  with  a  70,000 
sq.  ft.  surface  building  and  the  remaining  portion  underground  (p.  11). ^ 
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As  indicated  on  DEIR  p.  16,  the  current  Recreation  Center  proposal  would 
encompass  118,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  building  and  would  be  less  than  that 
proposed  in  the  original  Institutional  Master  Plan  and  in  the  Master  Plan 
Supplement.  The  functions  specified  in  the  peoposal  would  also  be  the  same 
as  those  outlined  in  the  two  documents. 

As  indicated  on  DEIR  pp.  2-3,  Initial  environmental  evaluation  of  the  pro- 
pasal  for  windmills  on  campus  "raised  concerns  that  led  USF  to  delete  the 
windmill  project  from  its  energy  program.  The  windmill  project  is,  there- 
fore noted  only  as  a  discarded  alternative  in  this  document.  If,  at  any  time 
in  the  future,  USF  proposes  a  windmill  project,  that  project  would  be  sub- 
ject to  independent  environmental  review." 

See  response  to  Parking  comments  for  coverage  of  a  parking  entrance  on 
Parker  St. 

The  Recreation  Center  could  be  constructed  in  phases.  This  is  not  expected 
but  would  depend  on  available  funds.  The  scheduling  of  any  phased  construc- 
tion would  depend  on  funding  availability  and  would  be  determined  after  any 
decision  to  undertake  phased  construction. 


1.  Glenn  Loomis,  Plant  Director,  University  of  San  Francisco,  telephone 
conversation,  May  16,  1985. 

2.  Pflueger  Architects,  Institutional  Master  Plan,  University  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, 1979,  pp.  66-70  and  96. 

3.  Ibid.,  p.  120. 

4.  Pflueger  Architects,  Institutional  Master  Plan,  University  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, Supplement,  February  1983,  pp.  9  and  11. 
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TOPICS  FOCUSSED  OUT  OF  E I R 
Comments : 

"Page  54.    Provide  data  on  student  population,  past  5-10  years,  by  year. 

"Page  55.  Discussion  of  project  ownership  still  appropriate.  Who  receives 
revenue  from  PG&E?  Is  it  taxable?  Is  property  under  plant  taxable?  Etc." 
(Dale  Carlson,  Stanyan/Ful  ton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of 
May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

As  indicated  on  DEIR  pages  53-54,  the  subject  of  population  was  focussed 
out  of  the  EIR.  In  the  absence  of  an  indication  of  why  information  on  the 
history  of  student  enrollment  would  be  significant,  no  additional  informa- 
tion is  deemed  necessary. 

Ownership  of  a  project  is  not  an  environmental  impact  and,  thus,  was  not 
discussed  in  the  DEIR.  For  the  information  of  interested  persons:  the  plant 
would  be  owned  and  operated  by  Independent  Power  Company  (IPC)  for  seven 
years;  revenue  from  power  sales  would  be  received  by  IPC  until  ownership 
was  assumed  by  USF,  which  would  then  receive  the  revenue;  all  revenue  from 
power  sales  would  be  taxable  regardless  of  ownership;  USF  ownership  of  the 
property  under  Gleeson  Library  and  the  Cogeneration  Facility  would  be  unaf- 
fected by  the  proposed  project;  and  USF-owned  land  is  not  subject  to  pro- 
perty tax  because  it  is  owned  by  a  religious  institution. 
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EDITORIAL  COMMENTS 
Comments : 

"Page  59.    OTA  is  a  Congressional,  not  a  Federal,  office." 

"[Page  66]  Elsewhere  homes  reported  140  feet  away."  (Dale  Carlson,  Stan- 
yan/  Fulton  Neighborhood  Association,  written  comments  of  May  10,  1985) 

Response: 

The  term  "Federal"  refers  to  the  federal  government  which  has  three  branches, 
one  of  which  is  Congress. 

In  some  places  in  the  EIR  the  140  foot  distance  has  been  rounded  to  approxi- 
mately 150  feet. 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning 


450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102, 


ERRATA 


ADMINISTRATION 

4151  558    5IU  /  558  -  4656 

:iTV  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
4151  558  •  4656 
'LANS  AND  PROGRAMS 
415)  558  •  4541 
MPLEMENTATION  /  ZONING 
415)  558  ■  3055 


DATE 
TO 

FROM 
RE 


August  16,  1985 

Recipients  of  the  USF  Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

Office  of  Environmental  Review 

83.469E,  Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


The  following  clerical  errors  in  the  text  of  the  Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and 
Responses  document  will  be  corrected  in  the  Final  EIR.    The  corrections  will 
not  alter  the  meaning  of  the  text;  instead  they  will  clarify  several  sentences 
that  are  now  difficult  to  follow. 

Page  18,  line  7:    The  phrase  "Page  22,  last  sentence",  should  be  replaced 
by  "Page  22,  paragraph  1,  last  sentence". 

Page  40,  4th  line  from  end:    The  EIR  page  reference  should  be  "EIR  p.91:". 

Page  73,  line  14:    The  reference  to  "EIR  p.  71"  should  be  "EIR  p. 51". 

Page  73,  line  15:    The  phrase  "30-35  ft.  cypresses"  should  be  changed  to 
"20-::0  ft.  junipers  and  pines". 

Page  85,  la^t  paragraph,  line  5:    The  word  "swimming"  should  be  replaced 
by  "remaining". 

Page  91,  footnote  4  should  be:    "Glenn  Loomis,  Plant  Director,  USF,  letter 
of  July  31,  1985". 

page  94,  last  line:    The  footnote  number  "4"  should  appear  at  the  end  of 
the  sentence. 


6873B 
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\  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
J    Department  of  City  Planning 


450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


ADMINISTRATION 

(415)  558-5111  /  558  -4656 

CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
(415)  558  -4656 

PLANS  AND  PROGRAMS 
(415)  558  -  4541 

IMPLEMENTATION  /  ZONING 
(415)  553  -  3055 


TO:       Recipients  of  Draft  Comments  and  Responses 
FROM:    Office  of  Environmental  Review 

RE:       Staff-Initiated  text  changes  for  83.469E,  University  of  San 
Francisco  Health  and  Recreation  Center  and  Cogeneration  Sys- 
tem Environmental  Impact  Report 

The  attached  material  is  forwarded  to  you  to  supplement  the  material 
provided  in  the  Draft  Comments  and  Responses   of  July   19,  1985. 


August  21,  1985 
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STAFF-INITIATED  TEXT  CHANGES 


The  following  statement  has  been  added  as  a  new  paragraph  after  the  partial 
paragraph  at  the  top  of  EIR  page  63:  "Excessive  ground  level  concentrations 
of  air  pollutants  emitted  from  stacks  such  as  the  one  on  Gleeson  Library  are 
sometimes  caused  by  'downwash,  wakes  and  eddies  caused  by  nearby  struc- 
tures.'2 This  type  of  air  pollution  is  not  expected;  however,  in  order  to 
insure  that  that  this  would  not  occur  the  emissions  of  the  cogeneration 
facility  would  be  modeled  and  any  changes  in  design  required  to  meet  the 
concerns  of  the  BAAQMD  would  be  made. 3" 

Footnotes  2  and  3  have  been  added  to  EIR  p.  64,  as  follows: 

"2.    Federal  Register:  Vol.  47,  No.  26,  February  8,  1982. 

3.    Should  any  increase  in  stack  height  be  required  it  would  be  within  the 

limits  provided  by  the  Planning  Code." 

The  following  statement  has  been  added  to  EIR  p.  58:  "USF  electrical  use 
and  production  characteristics  with  the  proposed  project  are  shown  in  Fig- 

•  ure  15B."    [see  p.  219] 

Table  3,  Air  Pollutant  Emissions,  DEIR  p.  61,  has  been  updated  for  the  new 
Waukesha  engine  now  proposed  for  the  cogeneration  system,  Comment  &  Res- 
ponses p.  101.  This  engine  would  produce  less  nitrogen  oxides  and  non- 
methane  hydrocarbons  and  more  carbon  monoxide  than  the  Cooper  engine  origi- 
nally proposed.  As  indicated  in  the  revised  table,  BACT  would  still  be 
triggered  by  the  nitrogen  oxide  emissions,  requiring  a  permit  from  the 
BAAQMD.    The  table  has  been  rearranged  to  facilitate  comparison  of  emission 

•  levels  to  trigger  levels,    [see  p.  220] 

The  parking  mitigation  measure  from  page  91  of  the  DEIR  which  was  revised 
at  page  55  (last  full  paragraph)  of  the  Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and  Res- 
ponses should  be  deleted  from  the  documents.  This  measure  had  been  pro- 
posed early  in  the  review  process  when  it  was  anticipated  that  the  Recrea- 
tion Center  site-plan  would  result  in  a  large  loss  of  parking  spaces  at  the 
Loyola  site  (Block  1144).  With  the  revised  plan  now  proposed,  the  loss  of 
spaces  on  site  is  reduced  to  seven,  and  these  have  already  been  offset  by 
the  creation  of  six  new  spaces  at  Cowell  Hall  and  three  at  Plant  Services 
(both  locations  on  the  main  campus)   by  the  restriping  of  existing  lots. 
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Capacity  available 
for  sale  to  PG&E 


DEMAND 


POWER  PRODUCTION 
(Controlled  by  steam  demand) 


Demand  met  by  power 
purchased  from  PG&E 


Electric  power  deficits  met  by  purchase  from  PG&E  1.9  million  kWh 

Electric  power  surpluses  sold  to  PG&E  o.9  million  kWh 

NET  power  purchases  1.0  million  kWh 


Jan       Feb       Mar      Apr        May       Jun       Jul       Aug      Sep      Oct       Nov  Dec 


J 


FIGURE  15B 

SCHEMATIC  REPRESENTATION  OF  ELECTRIC  DEMAND  VS.  PRODUCTION 


USF  COGENERATION  FACILITY 

Source:  Bendix  Environmental  Research, Inc. 
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CHAPTER  IX.    EIR  AUTHORS  AND  CONSULTANTS 
ORGANIZATIONS  AND  PERSONS  CONSULTED 


Author  of  Environmental  Impact  Report 


San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Environmental  Review  Officer:    Alec  S.  Bash 

•  (until  mid-1985) 

Environmental  Review  Officer:    Barbara  W.  Sahm 

•  (since  mid-1985) 

Project  Coordinator:    Jonathan  Hussey 


EIR  Consultants 


Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
1390  Market  Street,  Suite  902 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Principal-in-Charge:    Selina  Bendix,  Ph.D. 

Contributors:    Barbara  D.  Bessac 
Li  sa  Bornstei  n 
Mark  D.  Gould 
Genevieve  Hahn 
Erica  Kundidzora 
Beatrice  Thys 
B.  Douglas  Wilson 

Sub-consultants 
Noise: 

Charles  M.  Salter  Associates,  Inc. 

350  Pacific  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


Biotic  Impacts: 

Booker  Hoi  ton  and  Associates 
1824  Fourth  Street 
Berkeley,  CA  94710 


Richard  Illingworth,  Engineer 


Booker  Holton,  Ph.D. 


DKS  Associates 

1419  Broadway,  Suite  700 

Oakland,  CA  94612 

Rick  Dowling,  Senior  Transportation  Engineer 
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IX.    EIR  Authors  and  Consultants 


Project  Sponsor 


Project  Counsel 


University  of  San  Francisco 

2130  Fulton  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 


Richard  B.  Spohn 

Nossaman,  Guthner,  Knox  and  Elliott 

Third  Floor 

100  The  Embarcadero 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 


Project  Architect 


Cogeneration  System  Engineer 


Pflueger  Architects 

165  Tenth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


FMC  Associates,  Consulting  Engineers 

1068  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94101 


Robert  R.  Fi  shman 


John  M.  Pflueger,  Architect 
Richard  Luckett,  Project  Manager 


Organizations  and  Persons  Consulted 


Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
Doug  Wolf,  Air  Quality  Engineer 
Sally  Freidman,  Planner 

•  I rwi  n  Mussen 

•  Jean  Roggenkamp 

•  Gary  Kendall 

University  of  San  Francisco 

Harold  Hansen,  Chief  Engineer 
Kenneth  A.  Goss,  former  Director  of 
Plant  Services,  now  consultant  to  USF 
Robert  Carpenter 

St.  Mary's  Hospital  and  Medical  Center 
Jaqueline  Brooks,  Administrator 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company 
Sam  Wells,  Commercial  Division 
Stuart  Tartaglia,  Marketing  Division 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
Lt.  Norman  Silva 

ROAN  Corporation 

Patrick  Hodges,  President 

Bay  City  Boiler  and  Engineering  Company,  Inc. 
John  Greco 
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CHAPTER  X.    DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


**FEDERAL  AND  STATE  AGENCIES**  **CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO** 


CA  Air  Resources  Board 
P.O.  Box  2815 
Sacramento,  CA  95812 
Attn:    Terry  Macaulay 

Stationary  Source  Division 

State  Office  of  Intergovernmental 

Management 
State  Clearinghouse 
1400  10th  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Northwest  Information  Center 
California  Archaeological  Inventory 
Department  of  Anthropology 
Sonoma  State  University 
Rohnert  Park,  CA  94928 
Attn :    Christian  Gerike 

CalTrans 
P.O.  Box  7310 
San  Francisco,  CA  94120 
©  Attn:    Darnall  W.  Reynolds, 

District  CEQA  Coordinator 

David  Tannehill 

®  CA  Energy  Commission 
1516  9th  St.,  M5-15 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 
Attn :    Tracy  Werhan 


**R  EGIONAL  AGENCIES** 


Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
P.O.  Box  2050 
Oakland,  CA  94609 
Attn:    Ann  Berry 


Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Franci  sco,  CA  94102 
•   Attn:    Franklin  Lew, 

Acting  Superintendent 

City  Attorney's  Office 
Room  206,  City  Hall 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Paula  Jesson, 

Deputy  City  Attorney 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Franci  sco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Jonathan  Mai  one 

Mayor's  Economic  Development  Council 
480  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Wi  1 1  iam  Wi  tte, 
Director 

Public  Utilities  Commission 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  150 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
Attn:    Tom  Jordan,  Director 
Bureau  of  Services 

Public  Utilities  Commission 
Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  111 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
Attn:    Joseph  Johnson, 
Di  rector 

Recreation  &  Park  Department 

McLaren  Lodge 

Golden  Gate  Park 

Fell  and  Stanyan  Streets 

San  Franci  sco,  CA  94102 

Attn:    Deborah  Lerner 
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San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission 
450  McAl lister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Lee  Woods 

Toby  Rosenblatt,  President 
Q   Richard  Allen 

Susan  Bierman 

Roger  Boas 
#   Bernice  Hemphill 

Norman  Karasick,  Alt. 

Yoshio  Nakashima 

Douglas  G.  Wright,  Alt. 

San  Francisco  Department 
of  Publ ic  Works 
Bureau  of  Engineering 
Division  of  Streets  and  Highways 
45  Hyde  Street,  Room  208 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Tim  A.  Molinare 

San  Francisco  Department 

of  Public  Works 
Mechanical  Engineering  Section 
45  Hyde  Street,  Room  222 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Vijay  K.  Gupta 

San  Franci  sco  Department 
of  Public  Works 
Traffic  Engineering  Division 
460  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Scott  Shoaf 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Ed  Phipps,  Chief 

Div.  of  Planning  &  Research 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
MUNI  Planning  Division 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  204 
San  Franci  sco,  CA  94115 
Attn:    Peter  Straus 

San  Francisco  Real  Estate  Dept. 
25  Van  Ness  Ave.,  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Wal 1  ace  Wortman, 

Director  of  Property 


San  Francisco  Water  Department 
Distribution  Division 
425  Mason  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
9  Attn:    James  Cooney,  Manager 


**GR0UPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS** 


AIA 

San  Francisco  Chapter 

790  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Steve  Anderson 

Charter  Commercial  Brokerage  Co. 
Market  Research  Department 
Two  Embarcadero,  #1860 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Alice  Suet  Lee  Barkley 
Bennet  &  Barkley 

100  California  Street,  Suite  970 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Bay  Area  Council 

348  World  Trade  Center 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Albert  Beck 

Geography  Department 

California  State  University,  Chico 

Chico,  CA  95929 

Tony  Blaczek 

Finance  Department  Coldwell  Banker 
1  Embarcadero  Center,  23rd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

Georgia  Brittan 

870  Market  Street,  Room  1119 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Michael  Brown,  Director 
Office  of  Public  Affairs 
30  5  Loyola  Hall 
University  of  San  Francisco 
San  Franci  sco,  CA  94117 
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Brobeck,  Phleger,  Harrison 
One  Market  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:     Susan  R.  Diamond 

Michael  Buck 

1333  -  35th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Dal  e  Carl  son 

369  Pine  St.  #800 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Charter  Commercial  Brokerage  Company 
Market  Research  Department 
Two  Embarcadero,  #1860 
San  Franci  sco,  CA  94111 

Chickering  &  Gregory 
3  Embarcadero  Center 
23rd  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn :    Kent  Soule 

Coalition  for  San  Francisco 

Neighborhoods 
Mrs.  Doris  Murphy 
175  Yukon  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94112 

Joseph  Cortiz 

2853  22nd  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Cushman  &  Wakefield  of 

California,  Inc. 
Bank  of  America  Center 
555  California  Street,  Suite  2700 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:    James  A.  Hogland, 

Calvin  Dare 

Cushman  Wakefield 

555  Cal  ifornia  Street,  2700 

San  Franci  sco,  CA  94104 

Alex  Diamondidis 
58  Varennes 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

James  S.  Di el  Schneider 

258-B  Red  Rock  Way 

San  Franci  sco,  CA  94131 


Rita  Dorst 

RB  International  Services 

9  Boston  Ship  PLaza 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Downtown  Association 
582  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:    LI  oyd  Pfl  ueger 

Michael  Dyett 
Bl  ayney-Dyett 
70  Zoe  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

EIP  Associates 

319  Eleventh  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

•  Attn:    Cathleen  Brown 

Environmental  Planning  &  Research, 

649  Front  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Attn:    Lesl  ie  de  Boer 

Environmental  Science  Associates 
Fox  Plaza 

1390  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

#  Attn:    Avril  Tolley 

Farella,  Braun  &  Martel 
235  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
®  Attn:    Sandra  Lambert 

6  Dr.  Ira  Fink 

1  Columbia  Circle 
Berkeley,  CA  94708 

The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 
Architectural  Heritage 
2007  Franklin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:    H.  Grant  Dehart, 

Executive  Di  rector 

Friends  of  the  Earth 
1045  Sansome  Street  #404 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:    Connie  Parrish 
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Fuller  Commercial  Brokerage 
353  Sacramento  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:    Kenneth  T.  Sproul 

•  Myles  S.  Fyne 
355  Parker  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Gensler  and  Associates 
550  Kearney  Street 
San  Franci  sco,  CA  94109 
Attn:    Jean  Wi  nsl  ow 

Charles  T.  Gill 

The  Aspen  Group  West,  Inc. 

505  Sansome  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

•  Norman  &  Blanche  Katz 
147  Stanyan  St. 

San  Franci  sco,  CA  94118 

•  Bob  Lee, 
Pres  ident 

Francisco  Heights  Civic  Association 

363  Parker  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

•  J.  Lee  &  Family 
174  Beaumont  Ave. 

San  Franci  sco,  CA  94118 

•  Mr.  &  Mrs.  Lester  Levin 
151  Beaumont  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Goldfarb  &  Litman 
491  Ninth  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607 
Attn:    Paul  a  Crow 

Annette  M.  Granucci 
Commercial  News  Publishing  Co. 
125  Twelfth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Gruen,  Gruen  &  Associates 

564  Howard  Street 

San  Franci  sco,  CA  94105 


Mr.  E.H.  Hancock,  Vice  President 

of  Business  and  Finance 
University  of  San  Francisco 
2130  Fulton  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Donald  Head  &  Associates 
109  Minna  Street,  #293 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Valerie  Hersey 
Munsell  Brown 
950  Battery 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Sue  Hestor 

•  870  Market  St.,  Room  1121 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

O  Georjean  Hewitt 
103  Beaumont  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

O  Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz 
222  Vallejo  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn :    Jan  Vargo 

Lee  &  Fan 

Architecture  &  Planning,  Inc. 
580  Market  Street,  Suite  300 
San  Francisco,  Ca  94104 
Attn :    Robert  Fan,  Jr. 

Carole  Lester 

Lawyers  Title  Company  of  San  Francisco 

•  1  California  St.,  Suite  2200 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

6  Glen  Loomi  s  (5  cc.) 
PI  ant  Di  rector 
University  of  San  Francisco 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

©  Mr.  Emile  Mannu 
2900  Turk  Blvd. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Marathon  U.S.  Realties,  Inc. 
595  Market  Street,  Suite  1330 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:    Rolf  Wheeler 
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Bruce  Marshal  1 

San  Francisco  Muni  Coalition 

600  Montgomery  Street,  13th  Floor 

San  Franci  sco,  CA  94111 

Page,  Anderson  &  Turnbull 

364  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Pillsbury,  Madison  &  Sutro 
P.O.  Box  7880 
San  Francisco,  CA  94120 
Attn:    Susan  Pearlstine 

James  P.  Milton 

67  Rossi  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Paci  fic  Gas  &  El  ectric 
77  Beale  Street,  #2429 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Paci  fic  Gas  &  Electric 
1170  Market  Street,  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    P.S.  DeGuzman 

Planning  Analysis  &  Development 
530  Chestnut  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 
Attn:    Gl  oria  Root 

Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt 

339  Walnut  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Neville  Price  &  Associates 
25  Ecker  Square,  Suite  1050 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Bruce  Raful 
Rothschild  Cappiello 
332  Pine  Street,  Suite  511 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Research  and  Decisions  Corporation 
375  Sutter  Street,  Suite  300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Attn:    Deborah  McNamee 

Dr.  &  Mrs.  Saul  J.  Robinson 

1 55  Beaumont  Ave. 

San  Franci  sco,  CA  94118 


San  Francisco,  Building  &  Construction 

Trades  Council 
400  Alabama  Street,  Room  100 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Attn:    Stanley  Smith 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
465  Cal  i  fornia  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:    Richard  Morten 

San  Francisco  Christian  School 
699  Serramonte  Blvd. 
Daly  City,  CA  94015 
Attn:    Mr.  John  Innes 

San  Francisco  Ecology  Center 

13  Columbus  Avenue 

San  Franci  sco,  CA  94111 

San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
1855  Folsom  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn :    Bernard  Speckman 

San  Francisco  Planning  &  Urban 

Research  Association 
312  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
942  Market  Street  #505 
San  Francisco, CA  94102 
Attn :    Tony  Kilroy 

John  Sanger,  Pettit  &  Martin 

101  California  Street,  35th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Sedway  Cooke  Associates 

350  Pacific  Avenue,  3rd  Floor 

San  Franci  sco,  CA  94111 

Richard  Seeley  &  Co. 

1814  Franklin  Street,  #503 

Oakland,  CA  94612 

Shartsis  Freise  &  Ginsburg 
255  California  St.,  9th  Floor 
San  Franci  sco,  CA  94111 
Attn:     Dan  Kremer 

Sierra  CI ub 

530  Bush  Street 

San  Franci  sco„  CA  94105 
Attn:    Becky  Evans 


227 


X.  Distribution  List 


Skidmore,  Owings  &  Merrill 
One  Maritime  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Jerry  Goldberg 

Robert  Snook 

Wei  1  s  Fargo  Bank 

475  Langton  Street 

San  Franci  sco,  CA  94111 

Mark  R.  Sol  it 
Embarcadero  Center,  Ltd. 
Four  Embarcadero,  Suite  2600 
San  Franci  sco,  CA  94111 

South  of  Market  Alliance 

74  Langton  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Richard  Spohn 

Nossaman,  Gunther,  Knox  &  Elliot 
100  The  Embarcadero 
Third  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Wayne  E.  Stiefvater,  President 

Appraisal  Consultants 

701  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Robert  S.  Tandler 

Steefel ,  Levitt  &  Weiss 

1  Embarcadero  Center,  29th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Rod  Teter 

Cahill  Construction  Company 
425  California  St,  Suite  2300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Jerry  Tone,  Loan  Officer 
Real  Estate  Industries  Group 
Wells  Fargo  Group,  N.A. 
475  Sansome  St.,  19th  Floor 
San  Franci  sco,  CA  94111 

Kathy  Van  Velsor 

19  Chula  Lane 

San  Francisco,  CA  941105 

Stephen  Wei  ker 

899  Pine  St.,  #1610 

San  Franci  sco,  CA  94108 


Calvin  Welch 

Council  of  Community  Housing 

Organi  zation 
409  Clayton  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Eunice  Wi  1  lette 

1323  Gilman  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Marie  Zeller 

Whi  si  er-Patri 

590  Folsom  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 


**ADJACENT  PROPERTY  OWNERS** 


•  Ann  R.  Buck 

1  Paramount  Terrace 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Elaine  Costello 
132  Clayton  St. 
San  Franci  sco,  CA  94117 

Howard  S.  Erl anger 
0  c/o  Saxe  Realty 
1800  Van  Ness  Ave. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Ruth  Fireman 

35  Kittredge  Terrace 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Michael  &  Mary  Mul  1  in 

2095  Fulton  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Andrew  G.  &  Patsy  Olivier 

430  Masonic  Avenue 

San  Franci  sco,  CA  94118 

Mark  Terjesen 

2514  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Larry  Vierra 

1  Market  Plaza,  Suite  3001 
San  Francisco,  CA  94106 

Dick  &  May  Young 

•  241  Stanyan  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 
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**MEDIA** 


San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 

2700  -  19th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Attn:    Patrick  Douglas,  City  Editor 

San  Francisco  Business  Journal 
635  Sacramento  Street,  Suite  310 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:    Kirstin  Downey 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 
925  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:    Evelyn  Hsu 

San  Francisco  Examiner 
110  -  5th  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:    Gerald  Adams 

San  Francisco  Progress 
851  Howard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA 
Attn:    E.  Cahill  Maloney 

The  Sun  Reporter 
1366  Turk  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Tenderloin  Times 
146  Leavenworth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Rob  Waters 


Government  Publications  Department 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1630  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law  -  Library 
200  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Institute  of  Governmental  Studies 
1209  Moses  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94820 


**L IBRARIES** 


Documents  Library 
City  Library  -  Civic  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Faith  Van  Liere 


Environmental  Protection  Agency  Library 

215  Fremont  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Attn:    Jean  Circiello 

Stanford  University  Libraries 
Jonson  Library  of  Government  Documents 
State  and  Local  Documents  Division 
Stanford,  CA  94305 
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CHAPTER  XI.    CERTIFICATION  MOTION 


File  No.  83.469E 

Address:  University  of  San  Francisco 
Blocks  1144  and  1145 
Bounded  by  Stanyan,  Turk, 
Parker,  McAllister,  and  by 
Golden  Gate,  Parker,  Fulton, 
and  Masonic  Streets. 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
MOTION  NO.  10406 


ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATED  TO  THE  CERTIFICATION  OF  A  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
REPORT  FOR  A  PROPOSED  HEALTH  AND  RECREATIONAL  CENTER  LOCATED  ON  THE  PROPERTY 
BOUNDED  BY  STANYAN,  TURK,  PARKER  AND  MCALLISTER  STREETS,  AND  FOR  A  PROPOSED 
COGENERATION  SYSTEM  LOCATED  ON  THE  PROPERTY  BOUNDED  BY  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENUE, 
PARKER,  FULTON  AND  MASONIC  STREETS. 

MOVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  ("Commission") 
hereby  CERTIFIES  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  identified  as  case  file 
No.  83.469E;  University  of  San  Francisco  Health  and  Recreation  Center  and 
Cogeneration  System,  based  upon  the  following  findings: 

1)    The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  acting  through  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  ("Department")  fulfilled  all  procedural  requirements  of  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (Cal.  Pub.  Res.  Code  Section  21000  et 
seq.,  "CEQA"),  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  (Cal.  Admin.  Code  Title  14,  Section 
15000 _et.  seq.,  "CEQA  Guidelines")  and  Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code  ("Chapter  31"). 

a.  The  Department  determined  that  an  EIR  was  required  and  provided  public 
notice  of  that  determination  by  publication  in  a  newspaper  of  general 
circulation  on  December  2,  1983. 

b.  On  March  22,  1985,  the  Department  published  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  ("DEIR")  and  provided  public  notice  in  a  newspaper  of  general 
circulation  of  the  availability  of  the  DEIR  for  public  review  and  comment  and 
of  the  date  and  time  of  the  City  Planning  Commission  public  hearing  on  the 
DEIR;  this  notice  was  mailed  to  the  Department's  list  of  persons  requesting 
such  notice. 

c.  Notices  of  availability  of  the  DEIR  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the 
public  hearing  were  posted  near  the  project  site  by  Department  staff  on  or 
about,  March  25,  1985. 

d.  On  March  22,  1985,  copies  of  the  DEIR  were  mailed  or  otherwise 
delivered  to  a  list  of  persons  requesting  it,  to  those  noted  on  the 
distribution  list  in  the  DEIR,  to  adjacent  property  owners,  and  to  other 
government  agencies,  the  latter  both  directly  and  through  the  State 

CI earinghouse. 

e.  Notice  of  completion  was  filed  with  the  State  Secretary  of  Resources 
via  the  State  Clearinghouse  on  March  22,  1985. 

f.  The  State  Clearinghouse  established  a  public  review  period  from 
March  22,  1985  to  May  6,  1985,  and  submitted  comments  from  State  agencies 
within  that  period. 
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2)  The  City  Planning  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hearing  on  said 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  on  April  25,  1985  at  which  opportunity  was 
given  for,  and  public  comment  received  on,  the  DEIR. 

3)  The  Department  prepared  responses  to  comments  on  environmental  issues 
received  at  the  public  hearing  and  in  writing  during  the  49-day  public  review 
period  for  the  DEIR,  prepared  revisions  to  the  text  of  the  DEIR  in  response  to 
comments  received  or  based  on  additional  information  that  became  available 
during  the  public  review  period,  and  corrected  errors  in  the  DEIR.  This 
material  was  presented  in  a  "Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses," 
published  on  July  19,  1985,  was  distributed  to  the  Commission  and  to  all 
parties  who  commented  on  the  DEIR,  and  was  available  to  others  upon  request  at 
Department  offices.    Additional  material  was  presented  in  an  Addendum  for 
Comments  and  Responses  published  on  August  21,  1985  and  distributed  to  the 
Commission,  and  was  available  to  others  upon  request  at  Department  offices. 

4)  A  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  has  been  prepared  by  the  Department, 
based  upon  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  any  consultations  and 
comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional  information  that 
became  available,  and  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  all  as  required 
by  law. 

5)  Project  Environmental  Impact  Report  files  have  been  made  available  for 
review  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  public  and  these  files  are  part 
of  the  record  before  the  Commission. 

6)  On  August  22,  1985,  the  Commission  reviewed  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the  procedures  through 
which  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  was  prepared,  publicized  and 
reviewed  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act,  the  Guidelines  of  the  Secretary  for  Resources  and  Chapter  31  of  the  San 
Francisco  Administrative  Code. 

7)  The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that  the  presently  preferred  alternative 
is  that  described  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  as  the  proposed  project. 

8)  The  City  Planning  Commission  hereby  does  find  that  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report  concerning  83.469E:    University  of  San  Francisco  Health  and 
Recreation  Center  and  Cogeneration  System  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective, 
and  that  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  contains  no  significant 
revisions  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  and  hereby  does  CERTIFY 
THE  COMPLETION  of  said  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  in  compliance  with 
the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  and  the  State  Guidelines. 

9)  The  Commission,  in  certifying  the  completion  of  said  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report,  hereby  does  find  that  the  project  described  in  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  and  the  project,  as  proposed,  will  have  no 
significant  effects  on  the  environment. 
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I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Motion  was  ADOPTED  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  at  its  regular  meeting  of  August  22,  1985. 

AYES:  Commissioners  Bierman,  Karasick,  Nakashima,  Rosenblatt,  Wright 

NOES:  None 

ABSENT:  None 

ADOPTED:  August  22,  1985 


6852B 
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C  San  FRANCISCO 


DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  450  McAllister  St.  -  5th  Floor 

(415)558-5260 


ODSONVXd  N'VS  C 


NOTICE  THAT  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


Date  of  this  Notice:    n       .       „  1noo 

December  2,  1983 


j  Lead  Agency:    City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning 

450  McAllister  St.  -  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco  CA  94102 
I,  Agency  Contact  Person:    Ginny  Pudcjefoot   Tel:  (415)  558-5260 

'  Project  Title:    83.469E:  Project  Sponsor:  University  of  San  Francisco 

USF  regeneration  Facility  .  ; 

Project  Contact  Person:    «en  Goss 


Project  Address:    Southside  of  Fulton  Street  between  Shrader  and  Cole  Streets 
Assessor's  Block(s)  and  Lot(s):  1190/1 
City  and  County:    San  Francisco 


Project  Description:    Construction  on  USF  main  campus  of  17,400  square  foot,  26  foot 
high  cogeneration  facility  producing  steam  and  electricity;    requiring  conditional 
use  authorization. 


THIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.     This  determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the 
Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15081  (Determining  Signi- 
ficant Effect),  15082  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15084  (Decision  to 
Prepare  an  EIR) ,  and  the  following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Evalua- 
tion (initial  study)  for  the  project,  which  is  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning: 

See  attached. 


Deadline  for  Filing  of  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Commis- 
sion:  December  12,  1983  j 
— —  ■  ■'  1 

An  appeal  requires  1)  a    letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  the  appeal,  and  2)  a 
S35.00  filing  fee. 


Alec  S.  Bash,  Environmental  Review  Officer- 

-  '  "  ■  .  1  1 

r-n  r  r  1  r\ 
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University  of  San  Francisco 
Cogeneration  Facility 
Initial  Study 
83.469E 

I.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  University  of  San  Francisco  (USF),  the  project  sponsor,  proposes  to  construct 
a  Cogeneration  Facility  producing  steam  and  electricity.  The  proposed  site  is 
on  the  USF  main  campus,  on  the  south  side  of  the  2100  block  of  Fulton  St.,  bor- 
dered to  the  west  by  Shrader  St.  and  to  the  east  by  Cole  St.  (see  Figure  1,  p. 
2).  The  project  would  cover  about  17,400  sq.  ft.  of  Lot  1,  Assessor's  Block 
1190.  This  site  is  in  an  RH-3  (House,  Three  Family)  zoning  district  and  an  80-D 
Height  and  Bulk  District.  Undeveloped  except  for  a  900  sq.  ft.  patio  on  the 
northwest  corner,  the  site  i  s  on  a  slope  east  of  Kendrick  Hall  Law  School.  The 
remainder  of  the  project  block  is  occupied  by  residences. 

The  proposed  Cogeneration  Facility  would  use  natural  gas  fuel  to  cogenerate  steam 
and  electricity.  This  cogeneration  system  would  replace  the  steam  plant  currently 
in  use  at  USF.  The  steam  produced  (approximate  capacity  of  17,000  lb/hr,  125  psi 
steam  and  14,000  lb/hr,  15  psi  steam)!  would  be  used  for  heating  both  in  USF 
campus  buildings  and  at  St.  Mary's  Hospital  and  Medical  Center.  The  electricity 
generated  (9,500  kW  maximum  capacity)  would  be  sold  to  PGandE;  in  return,  USF 
would  pay  a  more  favorable  rate  for  University  electrical  needs.  The  equipment, 
including  turbine  generators,  boilers,  and  steam  pumps,  would  be  housed  in  a 
60-foot  wide,  120-foot  long  and  26-foot  high,  acoustically  treated,  concrete 
building,  which  would  be  set  into  the  slope  east  of  USF's  Kendrick  Hall  (see 
Figures  2  and  3,  pp.  3  and  4).  The  structure  would  be  landscaped,  including  a 
number  of  new  trees  (see  Figures  3  and  4,  pp.  4  and  5).    A  pedestrian  plaza  would 

(text  continues  on  page  6) 

1.    psi  =  Pounds  per  square  inch. 
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USF  BOUNDARY 


FIGURE  1 


SITE  LOCATION 


USF  COGENERATION  FACILITY 


SCALE:  l"=300' 
|     |  PROJECT  SITE 

N 


SOURCE:  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc.,  and  Pflueger  Architects 
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FIGURE  2 


MODEL  PHOTO 

USF   COGENERATION  FACILITY 

SOURCE:  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc.,  and  Pflueger  Architects 
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PROPOSED 
EXHAUST 
STACK  ^ 


EXISTING 
KENDRICK  HALL 
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PROPOSED 
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FIGURE  4 


EAST  ELEVATION 


USF  COGENERATION  FACILITY 


SCALE:  148«  t'O* 


—  PROPOSED  PROJECT 
OUTLINE 


SOURCE:  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc.,  andPflueger  Architects 
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be  created  on  top  of  the  upper  level  of  the  facility,  which  would  be  level  with 
Fulton  St.  The  cooling  tower  required  by  the  facility  would  be  located  on  top  of 
the  north  end  of  Kendrick  Hall.  An  existing  service  drive  would  be  extended  to 
connect  the  Cogeneration  Facility  to  Cole  Street. 

At  the  time  the  University  of  San  Francisco  submitted  its  1983  revised  campus 
master  plan  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  both  a  windmill  project  and 
a  cogeneration  project  were  included  in  USF's  energy  management  program.  The 
windmill  project  has  been  deleted  because  preliminary  environmental  investigation 
has  revealed  that  windmill  construction  at  the  proposed  site  is  not  feasible. 
Because  of  on-going  interest  in  alternate  energy  sources,  USF  may  decide  to 
investigate  the  feasibility  of  other  possible  windmill  sites  in  the  future.  Any 
new  windmill  project  resulting  from  such  investigation  would  be  subject  to  inde- 
pendent environmental  evaluation. 

II.    SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

The  proposed  project  is  examined  in  this  Initial  Study  in  order  to  determine 
potential  effects  on  the  environment.  The  following  potential  impacts  have  been 
identified  and  will  be  addressed  in  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  to  be 
prepared  on  the  project. 

°  Relationship  of  the  project  to  energy  consumption  and  production  on-site,  and 
to  regional  power  demands; 

°  Stack  emissions  generated  by  the  project  and  their  effects  on  sensitive  recep- 
tors; 

0    Noise    and    vibration    impacts    during    project    construction    and  operation; 
°    Relationship  of  the  project  to,  and  effects  on,  land  uses  in  the  project  vici- 
nity; 
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°    Views  of  the  project; 

°    Fire  hazards  and  other  safety  risks  as  a  result  of  the  project; 

°    Relationship  of  the  proposed  facility  to  the  City  Planning  Code  and  Master 

Plan;  and 
°    Impacts  of  project  financing  on  USF. 

The  following  potential  environmental  impacts  were  determined  either  to  be  insig- 
nificant or  to  have  been  mitigated  through  measures  included  in  the  project. 
These  items  require  no  further  environmental  analysis  and  will  not  be  addressed 
in  the  EIR: 

Population:  The  project  would  provide  four  full-time  jobs  and  an  unknown  number 
of  jobs  during  the  approximately  nine-month  construction  period.  The  project 
would  not  induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration  of  population,  displace  a 
large  number  of  people,  or  create  a  substantial  demand  for  additional  housing. 

Transportation:  There  would  be  temporary  transportation  impacts  associated  with 
the  construction  of  the  project.  Transportation  impacts  of  project  operation 
would  include  employee  trips  and  occasional  service  deliveries.  These  impacts 
would  not  change  present  circulation  patterns,  require  expansion  of  streets  or 
parking  facilities  in  the  project  vicinity,  or  produce  noticeable  changes  in 
traffic  levels. 

Utilities/public  services:  The  project  would  increase  demand  for  utilities 
and  public  services  but  would  not  require  additional  service  facilities. 

Biology:  Biotic  impacts  associated  with  the  removal  of  trees  prior  to  project 
construction  would  be  reduced  by  the  inclusion  of  a  greater  number  of  trees 
in  the  project  landscaping.  No  other  biotic  impacts  resulting  from  the  project 
are  expected. 
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Geology:  The  project  would  not  expose  people  or  structures  to  geologic  hazards 
other  than  those  typical  of  any  San  Francisco  site  due  to  proximity  of  the  San 
Andreas  Fault.  The  project  sponsor  would  follow  the  recommendations  of  a  site- 
specific  soil  investigation  by  a  California  licensed  engineer  during  construction 
to  minimize  possible  excavation,  construction  and  earthquake  hazards. 

Water  quality:  The  project  would  use  water  for  steam  condensation  and  boiler 
feedwater  from  the  City  water  supply.  Project  water  discharge  would  be  fed 
directly  into  the  sewers.  Project  water  use  would  not  contaminate  public  water 
or  groundwater  supplies  or  consume  a  quantity  of  water  affecting  San  Francisco 
water  supply  or  management  plans.  Changes  in  water  runoff  from  the  site  would 
not  result  in  flooding  or  erosion  problems. 

Cultural  factors:  An  existing  patio  would  be  replaced  with  a  larger  public  plaza 
on  the  roof  of  a  new  building.  The  project  is  not  expected  to  affect  archeol ogical 
or  pal eontol ogical  sites  because  of  previous  excavation  of  much  of  the  site.  A 
mitigation  measure  has  been  included  in  the  event  that  archeological  resources  are 
encountered. 

A.    COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS. 

YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

Could  the  project: 

1.    Require  a  variance,  special  authorization,  or 

change  to  the  City  Planning  Code  or  Zoning  Map?        X  X 

*2.    Conflict  with  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of  the 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco?    x 

*3.    Conflict  with  any  other  adopted  environmental 

plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region?    x 

The  proposed  project  would  require  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  City 
Planning  Commission    because   the    project    site    is    in    a    Residential  District. 

*  Derived  from   State  EIR   Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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Zoning  and  the  relationship  of  the  project  to  policies  of  the  City's  Compre- 
hensive Plan  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

B.    ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS.    Could  the  project: 

YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

1.  Land  Use 

*a.    Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement 

of  an  established  community?   X   

b.    Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the 

existing  character  of  the  vicinity?  X    X 

Surrounding  land  uses  generally  consist  of  two-  and  three-family  residences  and 
the  USF  campus.  The  site  is  two  blocks  east  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  one  block 
east  of  St.  Mary's  Hospital  and  Medical  Center  (see  Figure  1,  p.  2).  The 
relationship  of  the  proposed  project,  an  energy-producing  plant,  to  surrounding 
land  uses  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

2.  Visual  Quality 

*a.    Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative 

aesthetic  effect?  _X_   X 

b.  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic 

view  or  vista  now  observed  from  public  areas?    X   

c.  Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  substan- 
tially impacting  other  properties?    X  X 

The  project  involves  the  construction  of  a  building  on  a  currently  vacant  lot. 
Visual  impacts  of  the  proposed  structure  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

As  the  building  would  be  windowless  and  set  into  a  slope,  no  light  from  within 
the  facility  would  be  expected  to  result  in  visible  light  off-site.  A  safety 
light,  which  would  be  shielded  to  minimize  visual  impact,  would  be  installed 
outside  of  the  door  on  the  east  side  of  the  building.    There  is  currently  one 
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streetlight  on  Cole  St.  within  90  ft.  of  this  door;  visual  impacts  of  the  safety 
light  would  not  be  expected  to  be  obtrusive  off-site.  To  eliminate  potential 
glare  from  the  proposed  facility,  the  structure  would  be  constructed  of  textured 
concrete,  would  be  painted  a  neutral  color,  and  would  not  have  windows.  This 
topic  requires    no    further   analysis   and    will    not    be   discussed    in    the  EIR. 

YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

3.  Popul ation 

*a.    Induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration 

of  population?  X  X 

*b.    Displace  a  large  number  of  people  (involving 

either  housing  or  employment)?    X  X 

c.  Create  a  substantial  demand  for  additional 
housing  in  San  Francisco,  or  substantially 
reduce  the  housing  supply?    X  X 

Four  new  employees  would  be  required  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  project. 
No  housing  or  job  displacement  would  occur.  The  project  would  not  be  expected  to 
attract  additional  residents  or  students  to  USF  or  the  campus  environs  since  the 
project  would  not  create  housing  or  jobs;  energy  supply  is  not  currently  a 
factor  in  San  Francisco's  population  size.  The  project  thus  would  not  create 
demand  for  additional  housing  in  San  Francisco  or  result  in  measurable  effects  on 
the  housing  supply.  This  topic  requires  no  further  analysis  and  will  not  be 
di  scussed  in  the  EIR. 

4.  Transportation/Ci  rculation 

*a.    Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is  sub- 
stantial in  relation  to  the  existing  traffic 
load  and  capacity  of  the  street  system?  X  X 


b.    Interfere  with  existing  transportation 

systems,  causing  substantial  alterations  to 

circulation  patterns  or  major  traffic  hazards?   X  X 
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YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

c.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit  demand 
which  cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing  or 

proposed  transit  capacity?    X   

d.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking  demand 
which  cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing 

parking  facilities?    X   

During  construction,  trucks  would  make  deliveries  to  the  project  and  construc- 
tion workers  would  travel  to  and  from  the  site.  This  could  temporarily  result 
in  an  increase  in  surface  use  of  streets  in  the  project  vicinity.  Construction 
would  not  be  expected  to  result  in  a  substantial  change  in  traffic  patterns  or 
create  new  demands  for  parking  or  streets.  No  disruption  of  traffic  flow  due  to 
construction  vehicles  would  be  expected. 


After  completion  of  the  project,  four  new  employees  would  be  hired  by  USF  to 
operate  and  maintain  the  new  facilities.  These  workers  would  generate  a  maximum 
of  20  new  person  trip-ends  per  day,  of  which  8  would  be  external  to  the  campus. 
Occasional  service  deliveries  would  be  made  via  the  service  drive.  These  trips 
would  not  be  expected  to  be  noticeable.  No  further  discussion  of  these  items 
is  necessary  and  they  will  not  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

5.    Noi  se 

*a.    Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise 
levels  for  adjoining  areas? 

b.  Violate  Title  25  Noise  Insulation  Standards, 
if  applicable? 

c.  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing  noise 
1 evel s? 

During  construction  of  the  project,  noise  levels  would  be  temporarily  elevated  in 
the  vicinity.     In  operation,  the  Cogeneration  Facility  could  raise  noise  levels 
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in  the  project  vicinity.  Noise  and  vibration  impacts  of  the  project  during 
construction  and  operation  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

6.    Air  Qua lity/Cli mate 

*a.    Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or 
contribute  substantially  to  an  existing  or 

projected  air  quality  violation?  X     

*b.    Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial 

pollutant  concentrations?  X     

c.  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable 

odors?  X  X 

d.  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature  (in- 
cluding sun  shading  effects)  so  as  to  sub- 
stantially affect  public  areas,  or  change  the 

climate  either  in  the  community  or  region?    X  X 

The  Cogeneration  Facility  would  burn  natural  gas,  resulting  in  emissions  of 
nitrogen  oxides  (N0X),  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  and  lesser  amounts  of  other  air 
pollutants.  The  relationship  of  the  project  to  air  quality  standards,  and  pro- 
jected emission  levels  and  their  effects  on  sensitive  receptors  will  be  discussed 
in  the  EIR. 


Natural  gas  fuel  would  be  supplied  by  underground  pipes  and  standby  liquid  fuel 
would  be  stored  underground  with  no  accompanying  odors.  Exhaust  from  the  pro- 
posed facility,  like  the  exhaust  from  the  current  boiler,  would  not  have  a  notice- 
able odor.  This  item  requires  no  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed 
in  the  EIR. 


As  the  proposed  facility  would  be  set  into  an  existing  hillside,  the  structure 
would  not  alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature  conditions  in  the  project  vicinity. 
This  topic  requires  no  further  analysis  and  will   not  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 
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7 .  Utilities/Public  Services 

*a.    Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 
standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter 
control? 

*b.    Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity  to 
serve  new  development? 

c.  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools, 
recreation  or  other  public  facilities? 

d.  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water,  or 
communications  facilities? 

The  Cogeneration  Facility  would  increase  demand  for  City  services  (water  and 
sewage  treatment).  Water  consumption  would  be  about  70  gallons  per  minute  (gpm), 
which  the  Water  Department  can  furnish  (see  letter  of  16  September  1982  on  file 
and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Department 
of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  St.,  San  Francisco);  this  water  would  supple- 
ment recycled  water  use  in  project  boilers  and  the  cooling  tower.  An  increase  of 
approximately  8  gpm  flow  to  sewers  from  cooling  tower  blowdown^  water  would  occur. 
The  Department  of  Public  Works  has  confirmed  (see  letter  of  3  August  1983  on  file 
and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Department 
of  City  Planning)  that  no  expansion  of  facilities  would  be  necessary,  that  the 
existing  sewer  main  could  accept  this  waste  stream  and  that  the  sewage  treatment 
could  process  this  flow.  This  item  requires  no  further  discussion  and  will  not 
be  adressed  in  the  EIR. 

8.  Biology 

*a.    Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered 

species  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat  of 

the  species?    X 


1.    blowdown  =  relatively   small   amounts   of  water,  containing  accumulated  sus- 
pended and  dissolved  solids,  removed  from  a  cooling  tower. 


YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

  _X_  

  _X__   

X 
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YES 


NO 


DISCUSSED 


*b.    Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish, 
wildlife  or  plants,  or  interfere  substan- 
tially with  the  movement  of  any  resident  or 
migratory  fish  or  wildlife  species? 


X 


X 


c.    Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of 
mature,  scenic  trees? 


X 


X 


The  surface  of  the  project  site  consists  of  earth  excavated  from  the  construction 
of  the  Kendrick  Hall  Addition.  Vegetation  is  typical  of  vacant  lots  in  the  San 
Francisco  area  and  consists  primarily  of  grasses  and  other  volunteer*  herbaceous 
plants.  Trees  on  the  site  which  would  be  removed  for  project  construction  in- 
clude: four  volunteer  cypress  over  four  inches  in  trunk  diameter  and  between  20 
and  25  feet  tall;  two  smaller  volunteer  cypress;  several  volunteer  juniper  and 
broom  trees,  and  one  silktassel  tree,  all  less  than  four  inches  in  trunk  diameter 
and  under  six  feet  tall.2  A  row  of  70  to  75  ft.  tall  cypress  on  the  eastern  edge 
of  the  site  along  Cole  Street  would  remain  standing.  A  number  of  trees,  20-30 
ft.  in  height,  would  be  planted  along  the  south  face  of  the  Cogeneration  Facility 
and  Kendrick  Hall  Addition  and  on  the  north  side  of  the  Facility.  Several  trees 
between  8  and  15  ft.  tall  would  be  planted  on  the  roof  of  the  Facility  as  part  of 
the  plaza  landscaping.  This  would  reduce  the  impact  of  cutting  trees  presently 
on  the  site.  No  further  analysis  of  this  item  is  necessary  and  it  will  not  be 
di  scussed  in  the  EIR. 

The  animals  presently  living  on  the  project  site  are  those  typical  of  urban 
vacant  lots.  Mammals  may  include  various  rodents  such  as  field  mice,  gophers, 
wood  rats  and  squirrels.    Due  to  the  proximity  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  any  animals 

1.  volunteer  =  not  deliberately  planted. 

2.  All  information  on  flora  and  fauna  taken  from  Booker  Holton,  Biologist's 
Report  on  USF  Project  Sites,  Booker  Holton  S  Associates,  August  1983,  avail- 
able for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Department  of 
City  Planning,  450  McAllister  St.,  San  Francisco. 
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found  in  the  park  may  occur  at  the  site  occasionally.  These  animals  may  include 
skunk,  raccoon,  feral  cat  and  dog.  The  construction  of  the  Cogeneration  Facility 
would  el imi nate  most  of  the  habitat  for  the  mammals  mentioned  above.  The  Facility 
would  not  be  expected  to  impact  bird  populations  because  the  planting  of  trees 
proposed  for  the  site  would  provide  habitat  for  birds  in  the  area;  temporary 
impacts  on  bird  habitat  would  occur  during  construction.  As  disturbed  animals 
could  move  to  other  portions  of  the  USF  campus  or  to  nearby  residential  yards 
during  construction,  the  impact  on  animals  would  not  be  significant.  This  item 
requires  no  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

9.    Geo! ogy 

*a.    Expose  people  or  structures  to  major 
geologic  hazards  (slides,  subsidence, 

erosion  and  liquefaction)?    X  X 

*b.    Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any 
unique  geologic  or  physical  features  of  the 
site?    _X_ 

Geologic  evaluation  of  the  project  area  indicates  that  movement  on  the  San  Andreas 
Fault  of  the  magnitude  of  the  1906  earthquake  (8.3  on  the  Richter  scale)  would 
probably  result  in  strong  motion  at  the  Cogeneration  Facility  site  and  slight 
damage  to  USF  campus  buildings.1  Approximately  100,000  cu.  ft.  of  material 
would  have  to  be  excavated  for  construction  of  the  project.  In  accordance  with 
Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  requirements,  the  project  sponsor  would  obtain  a 
site-specific  soils  report  from  a  California  licensed  soils  engineer  and  has 
agreed  to  construct  the  project  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  this 
report  with  regard  to  foundation  and  structure.  This  topic  requires  no  further 
analysis  and  will  not  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

1.    URS/John  A.  B1ume  &  Associates,   San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation, 
June,  1974. 

Slight  damage  =  some  cracked  and  damaged  walls,  partitions,  and  stairways; 
broken  chimneys;    structural  damage  generally  minor,  if  any. 
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YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

10.  Water 

*a.    Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or  con- 
taminate a  public  water  supply?   X  X 

*b.    Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground  water 
resources,  or  interfere  substantially  with 

ground  water  recharge?    X   

*c.    Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or 

siltation?    X  X 

The  project  would  use  water  for  steam  condensation  and  to  feed  boilers.  All 
discharge  of  water  from  the  project  cooling  tower  would  be  fed  directly  into  the 
sewer  (see  Utilities/Public  Services,  p.  13).  This  use  and  disposal  of  water 
would  not  contaminate  or  degrade  public  water  or  groundwater  supplies.  The  pro- 
ject would  not  substantially  affect  water  runoff  to  cause  flooding  or  erosion 
problems.  This  item  requires  no  additional  analysis  and  will  not  be  addressed 
in  the  EIR. 

11.  Energy /Natural  Resources 

*a.    Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  use 
of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or  energy, 
or  use  these  in  a  wasteful  manner?  X    X 

b.    Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 

use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural  X    x 

resource? 

The  net  increase  in  natural  gas  fuel  use  at  the  Cogeneration  Facility  would 
average  about  630  therms/hr,  with  total  natural  gas  requirements  of  approximately 
21,000  therms/day  or  7,600,000  therms/yr.1  Electricity  requirements  for  project 
operation  would  total  about  2,100,000  kWh  annual ly;2    the  project  would  produce 

1.  therm  =  100,000  Btu;  Btu  (British  Thermal  Unit)  =  a  standard  for  measuring 
heat,  about  equal  to  that  from  burning  one  standard  kitchen  match.  Techni- 
cally, it  is  the  quantity  of  heat  required  to  raise  the  temperature  of  one 
pound  of  water  1°  Fahrenheit  (251.98  calories)  at  Sea  Level. 

2.  kilowatthour  (kWh)  =  the  most  common  unit  for  measuring  electric  energy,  the 
kWh  is  the  quantity  of  electricity  delivered  in  one  hour  at  the  rate  of  one 
kilowatt  (1,000  watts).  Ten  100-watt  light  bulbs  burning  one  hour  use  one 
ki  1  owatthour . 
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approximately  75,000,000  kWh  of  electricity  annually.  The  relationship  of  the 
project  to  energy  consumption  and  production  on-site  will  be  discussed  in  the 
EIR.  The  Cogeneration  Facility  could  have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
extraction  and  depletion  of  fossil  fuels  in  that  the  project  would  conserve  energy 
by  using  fossil  fuel  (natural  gas)  more  efficiently  than  usual  heating  and  power 
generation  methods,  reducing  regional  demand  for  fossil  fuels.  The  relationship 
of  the  project  to  regional  energy  demands  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

12.  Hazards 

*a.  Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or 
involve  the  use,  production  or  disposal  of 
materials  which  pose  a  hazard  to  people  or 
animal  or  plant  populations  in  the  area 

affected?  _X__    _X_ 

*b.    Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans  or 

emergency  evacuation  plans?   X   

c.    Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire  hazard?     X   X 

Natural  gas  fuel,  which  is  a  fire  hazard  and  explosive,  would  be  used  at  the 
proposed  facility.  Standby  diesel  fuel  (also  a  fire  hazard  and  explosive)  would 
be  stored,  as  it  is  at  the  existing  boiler  plant.  Water  treatment  chemicals, 
including  sulfuric  acid  and  sodium  hydroxide,  would  be  used.  Standard  safety 
devices  and  safe  handling  methods  would  be  in  effect  which  would  meet  applicable 
safety  regulations  and  minimize  danger  of  fire  or  hazard  to  people.  Fire  hazards 
and  other  health  and  safety  issues  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

13.  Cultural 

*a.    Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric  or 
historic  archeol ogical  site  or  a  property  of 
historic  or  cultural  significance  to  a  commu- 
nity or  ethnic  or  social  group;  or  a  paleonto- 
logical  site  except  as  a  part  of  a  scientific 
study?  X  X 
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YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

*b.    Conflict  with  established  recreational,  edu- 
cational, religious  or  scientific  uses  of  the 
area?  X  X 


c.    Conflict  with  preservation  of  any  buildings 

of  City  landmark  quality?    X   

An  existing  patio  at  the  Cogeneration  Facility  site  is  used  for  student  recrea- 
tion. This  area  would  be  temporarily  unavailable  during  construction.  Upon 
completion  of  the  facility,  a  new  plaza  (larger  than  the  existing  patio)  on  top 
of  the  facility  would  be  available  for  recreational  use.  As  the  surface  of  the 
site  is  composed  of  earth  excavated  during  the  construction  of  Kendrick  Hall 
Addition,  it  is  unlikely  that  archeol ogical  resources  are  present  on  the  site. 
However,  if  any  archeological  resources  are  found  on  the  site  during  construc- 
tion, the  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  the  mitigation  measure  below.  No  further 
discussion  of  this  topic  is  required  and  it  will  not  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

C.  OTHER 

Require  approval  of  permits  from  City  Departments 

other  than  DCP  or  BBI;    or  from  Regional,  State  or 

Federal  Agencies?  X    X 

Permits  would  be  required  from  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  (FERC) 
(received  22  June  1983),  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC),  and  Bay 
Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD).  Requirements  and  scope  of  permits 
will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

YES    NO      N/A  DISCUSSED 

D.  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

1.  If  any  significant  effects  have  been  iden- 
tified, are  there  ways  to  mitigate  them?  X    X 

2.  Are  all  mitigation  measures  identified 

above  included  in  the  project?  X    X 
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Mitigation  measures  currently  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  are  listed  below. 
Other  mitigation  measures  may  be  identified  during  subsequent  environmental  review 
and  will  be  included  in  the  EIR. 


Should  evidence  of  historic  or  prehistoric  artifacts  be  uncovered  at  the  site 
during  construction,  the  project  sponsor  would  agree  to:  (1)  require  the  project 
contractor  to  notify  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the  President  of  the 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board;  (2)  require  that  the  contractor  suspend 
construction  in  the  area  of  the  discovery  for  a  maximum  of  four  weeks  to  permit 
review  of  the  find  and,  if  appropriate,  retrieval  of  artifacts;  (3)  employ  an 
archeologist  or  other  expert  acceptable  to  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  to  help 
the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  determine  the  significance  of  the  find  and 
identify  feasible  measures,  if  any,  to  preserve  or  recover  artifacts;  and  (4) 
implement  any  feasible  mitigation  measures  identified  by  the  archeologic  consul- 
tant. 

YES     NO  DISCUSSED 

E.    MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE 

*1.    Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade 
the  quality  of  the  environment,  substantially 
reduce  the  habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife  species, 
cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population  to  drop  below 
self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate  a 
plant  or  animal  community,  reduce  the  number  or 
restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered  plant 
or  animal,  or  eliminate  important  examples  of  the 
major  period  of  California  history  or  prehistory?    X  _____ 

*2.    Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve 
short-term,  to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term, 

environmental  goals?   X   

*3.    Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental 

effects  which  are  individually  limited,  but  cumu- 
latively considerable?    (Analyze  in  the  light  of 
past  projects,  other  current  projects,  and  prob- 
able future  projects.)    X 
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YES      NO  DISCUSSED 

*4.    Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse 
effects  on  human  beings,  either  directly  or 

indirectly?    X   

*5.    Is  there  a  serious  public  controversy  concern- 
ing the  possible  environmental  effect  of 

the  project?  X    X 

Many  people  have  expressed  their  concerns  about  the  potential  impacts  of  this 
project  at  community  meetings  held  by  USF  and  at  the  Institutional  Master  Plan 
hearing  before  the  Planning  Commission.  Planning  Commissioners  expressed  concern 
at  this  hearing  regarding  the  potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  There 
are  community  concerns  that:  1)  cumulative  project  impacts  would  disrupt  the 
quality  of  the  residential  neighborhood;  2)  air  pollution  and  safety  impacts 
would  adversely  affect  human  health;  3)  the  project  may  conserve  energy  at  the 
expense  of  unacceptable  land  use  impacts  due  to  an  industrial  use  in  a  residen- 
tial area;  and  4)  significant  noise  impacts  may  result  from  project  implemen- 
tation.   These  top-ics  will  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 
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F.    FINDINGS  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY: 

  I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant 

effect  on  the  environment,  and  a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will 
be  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

  I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a 

significant  effect  on  the  environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be 
a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the  mitigation 

measures,  numbers   ,  in  the  discussion  have  been 

included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.    A  NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 


X        I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant 

effect  on  the  environment,  and  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
REPORT  is  required. 


Alec  S.  Bash 

Environmental  Review  Officer 


for 


Dean  L.  Macris 
Director  of  Planning 


DATE :   fWpmhPr  7,  1383 


A-22 


XII.  Appendices 


APPENDIX  6:     AIR  QUALITY 


San  Francisco  Air  Pollutant  Summary 


Pol lutant 


OZONE  (O3) 


Maximum  (1-hr.  avg.  ppm^) 
Days  standard  exceeded 


Standard 


0.122 


1980 


0.09 
0 


1981 


0.07 
0 


1982 


0.08 

0 


CARBON  MONOXIDE  (CO) 

Maximum  (1-hr.  avg.  ppm)  35^ ,  203  10. 0 

Maximum  (8-hr.  avg.  ppm)  92  7.5 

Days  8-hr.  standard  exceeded  0 


8.0  12.0 
11. 24    9. 1/14. 54 
1  1 


NITROGEN  DIOXIDE  (N02) 

Maximum  (annual  mean  ppm) 
Maximum  (1-hr.  avg.  ppm) 
Days  1-hr.  standard  exceeded 


0.052 
0.253 


0.029 
0.17 

0 


0.027 
0.11 

0 


0.027 
0.13 

0 


SULFUR  DIOXIDE  (S02) 

Maximum  (24-hr.  avg.  ppm)  0.053 
(with  concurrent  TSP  or  ozone  exceedance) 
Days  standard  exceeded 


0.018 


0.016 


0.012 


TOTAL  SUSPENDED  PARTICULATES  (TSP) 

Mean5  602,  303 

Maximum  (24-hr.  avg)6  1502,  1003 

Days  Federal  24-hr.  Standard  exceeded 
Days  State  24-hr.  Standard  exceeded 


52 
173 
1 
6 


56 
103 
0 
1 


57 
126 
0 
3 


1.  ppm  =  parts  per  million 

2.  Federal  Standard  (for  pollutants  with  a  primary  and  secondary 
standard,  only  the  secondary  standard). 

3.  California  State  Standard  (State  Standard  for  TSP  is  50  micrograms 
per  cubic  meter  as  of  1983). 

4.  At  street  level 

5.  Annual  geometric  mean  in  micrograms  per  cubic  meter 

6.  In  micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 


SOURCE:    BAAQMD,  Air  Pollution  by  Station  and  Contaminant:    1980,  1981, 
1982;    Sally  Friedman,  BAAQMD  Planner,  23  September  1983  tele- 
phone conversation;    California  Air  Quality  Data:  Summary  of 
Air  Quality:  Gaseous  and  Particulate  Pollutants:  1980,  1981, 
1982;    and  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
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APPENDIX  C 

Fundamental  Concepts  of  Environmental  Noise 


This  section  provides  background  information  to  aid  in 
understanding   the  technical  aspects  of  this  report. 

Three  dimensions  of  environmental  noise  are  important  in 
determining  subjective  response.     These  are: 

a.  the  intensity  or  level  of  the  sound; 

b.  the  frequency  spectrum  of  the  sound; 

c.  the  time-varying  character  of  the  sound. 

Airborne  sound   is  a  rapid  fluctuation  of  air  pressure  above  and 
below  atmospheric  pressure.     Sound  levels  are  usually  measured  and 
expressed   in  decibels    ( dB ) ,   with  0  dB  corresponding  roughly  to  the 
threshold  of  hearing. 

The   "frequency"  of  a  sound  refers  to  the  number  of  complete 
pressure   fluctuations  per  second  in  the  sound.     The  unit  of  measurement 
is  the  cycle  per  second    (cps)  or  Hertz    (Hz).     Most  of  the  sounds  which  we 
hear  in  the  environment  do  not  consist  of  a  single  frequency,   but  of  a 
broad  band  of  frequencies,   differing   in  level.     The  quantitative 
expression  of  the  frequency  and   level  content  of  a  sound  is  its  sound 
spectrum.   A  sound  spectrum  for  engineering  purposes   is  typically 
described  in  terms  of  octave   bands  which  separate  the  audible  frequency 
range    (for  human  beings,   from  about  20  to  20,000  Hz)   into  ten  segments. 

Many  rating  methods  have  been  devised  to  permit  comparisons  of 
sounds  having  quite  different  spectra.     Fortunately,    the  simplest  method 
correlates  with  human  response  practically  as  well  as  the  more  complex 
methods.     This  method  consists  of  evaluating  all  of  the  frequencies  of  a 
sound  in  accordance  with  a  weighting  that  progressively  and  severely 
deemphasizes   the  importance  of  frequency  components  below  1000  Hz,  with 
mild  deemphasis  above  5000  Hz.     This   type  of   frequency  weighting  reflects 
the  fact  that  human  hearing   is  less  sensitive  at  low  frequencies  and 
extreme  high  frequencies  than  in  the  frequency  midrange. 

The  weighting  curve  described  above   is  called   "A"  weighting,  and 
the   level  so  measured  is  called  the   "A-weighted  sound  level",  or  simply 
"A-level". 

The  A-level  in  decibels   is  expressed   "dBA";   the  appended  letter 
"A"   is  a  reminder  of  the  particular  kind  of  weighting  used  for  the 
measurement.     In  practice,   the  A-level  of  a  sound  source  is  conveniently 
measured  using  a  sound  level  meter  that  includes  an  electrical  filter 
corresponding  to  the  A-weighting  curve.     All  U.S.   and  international 
standard  sound  level  meters   include  such  a  filter.     Typical  A-levels 
measured  in  the  environment  and  in  industry  are  shown  in  Figure  A-l . 

Although  the  A-level  may  adequately  describe  environmental  noise 
at  any  instant  in  time,   the  fact  is  that  the  community  noise   level  varies 
continuously.     Most  environmental  noise  includes  a  conglomeration  of 
distant  noise  sources  which  creates  a  relatively  steady  background  noise 
in  which  no  particular  source   is  identifiable.     These  distant  sources  may 
include   traffic,  wind  in  trees,   industrial  activities,  etc.     These  noise 
sources  are  relatively  constant  from  moment  to  moment,   but  vary  slowly 
from  hour  to  hour  as  natural   forces   change  or  as  human  activity  follows 
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its  daily  cycle.     Superimposed  on  this  slowly  varying  background   is  a 
succession  of   identifiable  noisy  events  of  brief  duration.     These  may 
include  nearby  activities  or  single  vehicle  passages,   aircraft  flyovers, 
etc.,   which  cause  the  environmental  noise   level  to  vary  from  instant  to 
ins  t  ant . 

To  describe  the  time-varying  character  of  environmental  noise, 
the  statistical  noise  descriptors  L10,   L50,   and  L90  are  commonly  used. 
The  L10  is  the  A-weighted  sound   level  equaled  or  exceeded  during  10 
percent  of  a  stated  time  period.     The  L10  is  considered  a  good  measure  of 
the   "average  peak"  noise.     The  L50  is  the  A-weighted  sound  level  that  is 
equaled  or  exceeded   50  percent  of  a  stated  time  period.     The  L50 
represents  the  median  sound   level.     The  L90  is  the  A-weighted  sound  level 
equaled  or  exceeded  during   90  percent  of  a  stated  time  period.     The  L90 
is  used   to  describe  the   background  noise. 

As  it  is  often  cumbersome  to  describe  the  noise  environment  with 
these  statistical  descriptors,   a  single  number  descriptor  called  the  Leq 
is  also  widely  used.     The  Leq  is  defined  as  the  equivalent  steady-state 
sound   level  which  in  a  stated  period  of  time  would  contain  the  same 
acoustic  energy  as  the  time-varying  sound  level  during   the  same  time 
period.     The  Leq  is  particularly  useful  in  describing  the  subjective 
change  in  an  environment  where  the  source  of  noise  remains   the  same  but 
there   is   change  in  the   level  of  activity.     Widening  roads  and/or 
increasing  traffic  are  examples  of  this  kind  of  situation. 

In  determining  the   daily  measure  of  environmental  noise,   it  is 
important  to  account  for  the  difference  in  response  of  people   to  daytime 
and  nighttime  noises. 

During   the  nighttime,  exterior  background  noises  are  generally 
lower  than  the  daytime   levels.     However  most  household  noise  also 
decreases  at  night  and  exterior  noises  become  very  noticeable.  Further 
most  people  are  sleeping  at  night  and  are  very  sensitive  to  noise 
intrusion . 

To  account  for  human  sensitivity  to  nighttime  noise   levels  a 
descriptor,  Ldn ,    (day-night  equivalent  sound  level)  was  developed.  The 
Ldn  divides  the  24-hour  day  into  the  daytime  of  7  am  to  10  pm  and  the 
nighttime  of  10  pm  to  7  am.     The  nighttime  noise  level   is  weighted  10  dB 
higher  than  the  daytime  noise   level.     The  Ldn,   then,    is  the  A-weighted 
average  sound  level   in  decibels  during  a  24-hour  period  with  10  dBA  added 
to  the  hourly  Leqs  during  the  nighttime.     For  highway  noise  environments 
the  Leq  during   the  peak  traffic  hour  is  approximately  equal  to  the  Ldn. 

The  effects  of  noise  on  people  can  be   listed  in  three  general 
categories : 

1)  subjective  effects  of  annoyance,  nuisance, 
dissatisfaction; 

2)  interference  with  activities  such  as  speech,  sleep, 
learning ; 

3)  physiological  effects  such  as  startle,   hearing  loss. 

The  sound  levels  associated  with  environmental  noise,   in  almost 
every  case,   produce  effects  only  in  the  first  two  categories. 
Unfortunately,    there  is  as  yet  no  completely  satisfactory  measure  of  the 
subjective  effects  of  noise,   or  of  the  corresponding  reactions  of 
annoyance  and  dissatisfaction.  This  is  primarily  because  of  the  wide 
variation  in  individual  thresholds  of  annoyance,   and  habituation  to  noise 
over  differing   individual  past  experiences  with  noise. 
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Thus,   an  important  parameter  in  determining  a  person's  subjective 
reaction  to  a  new  noise  is  the  existing  noise  environment  to  which  one 
has  adapted:    the  so-called   "ambient"  noise.     "Ambient"  is  defined  as  "the 
all-encompassing  noise  associated  with  a  given  environment,   being  a 
composite  of  sounds  from  many  sources,   near  and  far".     In  general,  the 
more  a  new  noise  exceeds  the  previously  existing  ambient,   the  less 
acceptable   the  new  noise  will  be  judged  by  the  hearers. 

With  regard   to  increases  in  noise   level,   knowledge  of  the 
following  relationships  will  be  helpful  in  understanding   the  quantitative 
sections  of   this  report: 

a)  Except  in  carefully  controlled  laboratory 
experiments,   a  change  of  only  1  dBA  cannot  be 
perce  i ved . 

b)  Outside  of  the   laboratory,   a  3-dBA  change  is 
considered  a  just-noticeable  difference.  ' 

c)  A  change  in   level  of  at  least  5  dBA  is  required 
before  any  noticeable  change  in  community  response 
would  be  expected. 

d)  A  10-dBA  change   is  subjectively  heard  as 
approximately  a  doubling  in  loudness,  and 
would  almost  certainly  cause  an  adverse  change 
in  community  response. 
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APPENDIX  D:     COGENERATION  SYSTEMS 


Coyenerati on  is  the  production  of  both  thermal  (heat)  and  electrical  energy 
by  the  combustion  of  a  single  fuel.  Cogeneration  has  been  used  for  decades 
as  a  means  of  producing  energy;  as  early  as  the  1880's  cogeneration  was 
used  throughout  Europe  and  the  United  States. *  With  higher  fuel  costs  and 
increased  awareness  of  limited  fossil  fuel  reserves,  the  greater  energy 
efficiency  of  cogeneration,  as  compared  to  separate  generation  of  electri- 
city and  heat,  represents  a  viable  and  tested  means  of  reducing  fossil  fuel 
consumption  without  decreasing  energy  production.  Cogeneration  can  achieve 
an  efficiency^  greater  than  the  35%  typical  of  electrical  generation  by 
utilities;  it  is  estimated  that  the  efficiency  of  the  proposed  USF  Cogen- 
eration Facility  would  be  about  57%. 

Both  the  City  of  San  Francisco  and  the  State  of  California  have  advocated 
cogeneration.  The  City  of  San  Francisco,  in  Policy  3  of  the  Energy  Element 
of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan,  states  that,  "cogeneration  systems 
might  provide  an  attractive  investment  for  facilities  such  as  schools  and 
hospitals  that  have  large  space  heating  needs. The  California  Legislature 
and  the  California  Energy  Commission  (CEC)  have  established  cogeneration  as 
a  preferred  electricity  and  heat  generation  method  and,  in  1981,  California 

1.  Office  of  Technology  Assessment,  Industrial  and  Commercial  Cogeneration: 
Summary,  OTA-E-193,  February  1983,  p.  6,  available  for  public  review  at 
the  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450 
McAllister  St. 

2.  efficiency  =  the  ratio  of  useful  energy  provided  by  a  system  to  the 
energy  supplied  to  it. 

3.  City  of  San  Francisco,  Comprehensive  Plan:  Energy  Element,  adopted  June 
1982,  p.  14. 
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adopted  a  Blueprint  for  Cogeneration  establishing  as  a  goal  the  development 
of  cogeneration  projects  producing  a  total  of  400  mW4  at  California  state 
facilities.5  The  CEC  states  that  "each  megawatt  of  electricity  produced  by 
cogeneration  saves  at  least  1,000  barrels  of  oil  a  year,  thereby  reducing 
the  need  to  import  supplies."5  Cogeneration  also  has  advantages  over  other 
alternative  energy  sources  in  that  the  efficiency  of  cogeneration  has  been 
tested  and  demonstrated  on  a  relatively  large  scale.5 

There  are  109  operating  cogeneration  facilities  in  California.6  Twenty-six 
projects  are  under  construction  and  an  additional  236  projects  are  in  either 
the  permit  or  the  planning  stage.  Of  these  371  proposed  and  operating 
plants,  40  (11%)  are  at  educational  institutions  and  47  (13%)  are  located 
in  the  nine-county  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  (see  Tables  1  and  -T,  pp.  A-^oand 
A-  5]  )•  Proposed  cogeneration  facilities  at  Bay  Area  educational  institu- 
tions include  projects  at  San  Francisco  State  University  (under  construc- 
tion), San  Jose  State  University,  Stanford  University,  the  University  of 
California  at  San  Francisco,  and  the  University  of  California  at  Berkeley. 


4.  mW  =  megawatt  =  one  million  watts.  Watt  =  the  basic  unit  of  electric 
power,  equal  to  about  1/750  of  one  horsepower. 

5.  A.  Gandara  and  S.  Park,  "Municipal  Cogeneration,"  in  California 
En;  rgy  Commission,  Cogeneration  in  Municipalities:  Proceedings  from 
Wo  '(shops  for  Local  Governments  and  Municipal  Utilities,  January  1982, 
pp  8-9. 

6.  Ca  Ifornia  Energy  Commission,  Cogeneration  Project  Tracking  System: 
Re  jrt,  1  March  1983. 
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APPENDIX  E:    LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  DEFINITIONS  FOR  SIGNALIZED  INTERSECTIONS 


Level  of 

Service  Description 


A  Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an 
intersection  appears  quite  open  and  turning  movements  are  made 
easily.  Little  or  no  delay  is  experienced.  No  vehicles  wait 
longer  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.  The  traffic  opera- 
tion can  generally  be  described  as  excellent. 

B  Level  of  Service  B  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  in- 
tersection is  occasionally  fully  utilized  and  some  delays  may  be  en- 
countered. Many  drivers  begin  to  feel  somewhat  restricted  within 
groups  of  vehicles.  The  traffic  operation  can  be  generally  de- 
scribed as  very  good. 

C  Level  of  Service  C  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an 
intersection  if  often  fully  utilized  and  back-ups  may  occur  behind 
turning  vehicles.  Most  drivers  feel  somewhat  restricted,  but  not 
objectionably  so.  The  driver  occasionally  may  have  to  wait  more 
than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.  The  traffic  operation  can 
generally  be  described  as  good. 

D  Level  of  Service  D  describes  a  condition  of  increasing  restriction 
causing  substantial  delays  and  queues  of  vehicles  on  approaches  to 
the  intersection  during  short  times  within  the  peak  period.  How- 
ever, there  are  enough  signal  cycles  with  lower  demand  sucn  that 
queues  are  periodically  cleared,  thus  preventing  excessive  back-ups. 
The  traffic  operations  can  generally  be  described  as  fair. 

E  Capacity  occurs  at  Level  of  Service  E.  It  represents  the  most  num- 
ber of  vehicles  that  any  particular  intersection  can  accommodate. 
At  capacity  there  may  be  long  queues  of  vehicles  waiting  up-stream 
of  the  intersection  and  vehicles  may  be  delayed  up  to  several 
signal  cycles. 

F  Level  of  Service  F  represents  a  jammed  condition.  Backups  from 
locations  downstream  or  on  the  cross  street  may  restrict  or  prevent 
movement  of  vehicles  out  of  the  approach  under  consideration. 
Hence,  volumes  of  vehicles  passing  through  the  intersection  vary 
from  signal  cycle  to  signal  cycle.  Because  of  the  jammed  condition, 
this  volume  would  be  less  than  capacity. 

Source:    San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  Traffic  Division,  Bureau 
of  Engineering,  1965. 
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